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"fUE movement that has lately taken place in our 
Church under the auspices of the Authors of the Tracts 
for the Times, whatever lllay be the view taken of it, 
must be admitted to be one of a very important kind. 
-\Vhether for good or evil, the degree of developement it 
has already attained, amply shows that its success must be 
attended with a great and thorough change in the princi- 
ples and practices of our ChUl.ch in various most important 
poi-nts. 
That such would be the case, was for a long time stu- 
diously concealed from public view. So much caution, 
indeed, was exercised in the earlim' part of their career 
by the Tractators, that to none but those who were some- 
what acquainted with the controversial writings of divines 
on the points touched upon, so as to see the full force 
and tendency of the terms used, was it apparent whither 
they were going; though to such, I may add, it was abun- 
dantly evident. And the first intimation of it to the 
public mind was in the very seasonable publication of 
l11r. Froude's Remains, a work which clearly and most 
opportunely rcyealed the real spirit and views of the (to 
use 1\11'. Froude's own term) " conspirators" against the 
present orùer of things in our Church. 
\.s time has 
advanced, and the number of their adherents increaseù, 
the reserve formerly practised has been gradually thrown 
aside. Perhaps, indeed, their own views have become 
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more fixed and definite than when they commenced their 
labours. And we are far from laying to their charge 
any other concealment than such as they judged to be 
wise and prudent for the inculcation of new and unpa- 
latable truths; though we may be pardoned for observing, 
that a more open course appears to us to be (to use a 
mild term) much freer froll objections. 
It is now, then, openly avowed, that the Articles, though 
" it is notorious that they were drawn up by Protestants, 
amI intended for tlte establishment of Protestantism," are 
not to be interpreted according to " the known opinions of 
their framers," but in what the Tractators are pleased to 
call a " Catholic" sense,! which interpretation we are 
informed "was intended to be admis:;ible, though not 
that which their authors took themselves," in order to 
" comprehend those who did not go so far in Protes- 
tantism as themselves ;" 2 though the Articles are said, in 
the very title prefixed to them, to have been drawn up 
" for the avoiding of diversities of opinions, and for the 
establishing of consent touching true religion;" and were 
put forth in compliance with the request of the lower 
l-Iouse of Convocation, " that certain articles containing 
the principal grounds of the Christian religion be set 
forth, as well to determine tlte truth of things tltis day in 
controversy, as also to show wltat errors are chiefly to be 
eschewed." 3 And the "Declaration" prefixed to the 
Articles, requiring them to be interpreted in the" literal 
ana grammatical sense," " sanctions" such a mode of 
interpretation. 4 That is, the "literal amI grammatical 
sense" comprehends that" uncatholic" and Protestant 
doctrine against which the Tractators protest, and also 
that opposite "catholic" doctrine which they embrace. 
And this" catholic.' doctrine is such as is consistent witlt 
tlte decrees of tlte Council of J;1'ent. 5 Aut! the Declara- 
tion, forLidJing any person to "affix any new scnse to 
uuy article,"" was promulgated," we arc told, "at a 
I No. !JO. p.80. 2 lb. p. 31. 2d edit. p. 82. 3 'Vilk. Cone. iv. 2-10. 
.. No. DO. p. 30. :; See the whole of No. !JO. 
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time wben the leading men of our Church were especially 
noted for catholic views." 1 But surely, if the " literal 
and grammatical sense" of the Articles comprehends so 
much as the Tractators suppose, and men had all along 
subscribed the Articles with propriety, though varying 
in their sentiments from the Protestantism of Bishop 
J ewell/ z to the " Catholicism" which squared with the 
Decrees of the Council of Trent, it was rather a useless 
admonition, for the wit of man could hardly devise a sense 
of the Articles not to be found within such an extensive 
range as this. 
And the very men, be it observed, who say that these 
Articles, carefully drawn up " for the establishment of 
Protestantism," will bear meanings ranging from Pro- 
testantism to that Anti-protestantism that agrees with the 
decisions of the Council of Trent, tell us, that in the 
writings of the Fathers, a representation of the orthodox 
faith is to be found, so clearly and definitely delivered in 
the consentient testimony of all of them, that so far from 
there being any uncertainty as to their meaning, the 
orthodox faith as thus delivered is " an obvious historical 
fact;" from which flows the very convenient consequence, 
that he who follows it has all the benefit of infallibility 
without incurring the odium of claiming it. 3 
JHoreover, to " talk of the' blessings of emancipation 
from the Papal YOKe,''' is to use a phrase of " a bold and 
UNDUTIFUL tenour." 4 "To call the earlier reformers 
martyrs, is to beg the question, which of course Pro- 
testants do not consider a question; but which no one 
pretending to the name of Catholic can for a moment think 
of conceding to tltem, viz. whether that for \vhich these 
persons suffered were the' truth.' " 5 "Protestantism, in 
its essence, and in all its bearings, is characteristically the 
religion of corrupt human nature." 6 "The Protestant 
I lb. p. 80. 
2 The opposition of which to the catholicism of the Tractators may be 
judged of by an article in the British Critic for J llIJ", 1341. 
3 See Newmau's Lcet. pp. 2
1, 5. .. Brit. ('lit. July, 13-H. p. 2. 
... lb. p.ll. G Ih. p.27. 
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tone of ductrine and thought is essentially antichristiall." 1 
The reader will observe, that the term used in these 
denunciations is no longer, as at first, "ultra-l
rotes- 
tantislll," but (with a ca.ndour which we should have 
been glad to have seen from the commellcelllent) " Pro- 
testantism." 
The present feelings and objects of the Tractators have 
been clearly set forth by themselves in the following words. 
" By clinging to the authority of these reformers, as indi- 
viduals," they say, " are we not DEALING UNFAIRLY both 
with Protestants and other branches of the Catholic 
Church? Are we not holding out false colours to the forme1., 
and drawing them near us, only in tbe end to be alienated 
from us more completely than ever? On the other hand, 
are we not cutting ourselves off from the latter, (who are 
our natural allies,) by making COllllllon cause with A SET 
OF WRITERS WITH WHOM, IN SUCH MEASURE AS WE HAVE 
IMBIBED THE TRUE CATHOLIC SPIRIT, WE CAN HAVE 
o SORT 
OF SYMPATHY? l\Ieanwhile, to the unprejudiced inquirers 
after truth (a large and growing number) are we not, 
until we have shaken off such auxiliaries as tllese, exhi- 
biting a very distorted and unreal representation of the 
Catholicism to which we desire to attract them; holding 
before them a phantom which will elude their grasp, a 
light which will cheat their pursuit; unsettling their 
early prepossessions, without affording a complete and 
satisfactory equivalent; disquieting them in their present 
JlOllle, without furnishing them even with a shelter? 
This should be weB considered. It ought not to ùe for 
nothing; no, nor fOl' anything short of some very vital 
truth; some truth not to be rejected without fatal error, 
1101' embraced without radical cltange; that persons of 
lld.llle and influence should venture upon the part of 
, ecclesiastical agitators;' intnlde upon the peace of the 
contented, anù raise doubts in the minds of the uncom- 
plaining'; vex the Clturch with contruve'J'sy. alarm serious 
men, and interrupt the estahli::;heù order of things; set 
1 Ib.p. 29. 
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the 'fatlte1' against the son,' and tlLe mother llgaoinst the 
daughter;' and lead the taught to say, 'I have more 
understanding than my t.eacher.' ALL THIS HAS BEEN 
DONE; and all this is worth hazarding in a matter of life 
and death; much of it is predicted as the characteristic 
result, and therefore the sure criterion, of the Truth. 
An olject tllus momentous we believe to be the UNPROTES- 
TANTIZING (to use an oflensive but forcible word) of the 
national Church; and accordingly we are ready to endure, 
however we may lament., the undeniable, and in them- 
!;el ves disastrous, effects of the pending controversy. . . . 
JVe cannot stand where we are, we must go backwards 01" 
forww.ds; and it will surely be the latter. It is absolutely 
necessary towards tl]e consistency of the system which 
certain parties are labouring to restore, that truths should 
he clearly stated, which as yet have been but intimated, 
and others developed, which are now but in germ. AND 
AS WE GO ON, WE l\IU
T RECEDE MORE AND MORE FRO
1 
THE PRINCIPLES, IF ANY SUCH THERE BE, OF THE ENGLfSH 
REFORMATION." 1 Such is the language now heM by the 
Tractators, in their organ the British Critic. 
N ow if by " we" in this passage they mean themselves, it 
is only what all who really understood their principles fore- 
saw from the commencement of their career. But if by 
" we" they mean the English Church, then we trust that 
they will find that there is much difference between the 
tcmporary ill1pre
sion produced by taking men by surprise 
under " false colours," and that which is made by the 
power of truth, accompanied by the blessing of God. 
That the English Church is to go " forwards" with the 
Tractators into all the false doctrines and mummeries of 
Popery now openly advocated by them, even to the pri- 
mary false principle, that the Church ought to assume 
the appearance of one great spiritual monarchy, with the 
I)ope at the head of it,2 is, we trust, a prediction that has 
little probability of being realized. 


, Briti:;h Critic tor J ul;y I Ð4J, pp. 4-1, 4.3. 
2 " Of course, union of the whole Uhurch under one visihle 150\ ernmellt i
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It is, if ])ossible, still more painful to contemplate the 
fact, that these remarks were published by those who pro- 
fess the highest possible regard for the authority of their 
spiritual rulers, and not long after one of the heads of 
the party had, with many professions of submission to the 
wishes of his Diocesan, consented to close the series of 
the" Tracts for the Times;" while he is here identified 
with " ecclesiastical agitators," ready to use every effort, 
and brave every difficulty, and throw the Church into 
confusion, to the setting of "father against son, and 
mother against daughter," for the purpose of effecting 
the design of "unprotestantizing" the Church! Such is 
the practical influence of their inordinate views of Church 
authority. 
The reader will observe that in their use of the worù 
"Catholic," the Tractators are directly opposed to our 
Reformers. Our Reformers were so far from thinking 
that Protestantism and Catholicism were opposed to each 
other, that one ground for their supporting the former 
was, their conviction that it best deserved the title of the 
latter. Bishop Jewell believed that it was the Reforma- 
tion that restored the "antient religion" (to use the re- 
viewer's phrase) to our Church. And both he and, I be- 
lieve I may say, all the more learned Reformers claimed 
the name "Catholic," as belonging more peculiarly to 
themselves, than to those who, both in the 'Vestern 
and Eastern Churches, had corrupted the pure faith 
and worship of the primitive Church. The Tractators, 
therefore, like the Romanists, are at issue with the 
Reformers as to 'l(:ltal is "Catholicism," and the" antient 
religion." This the reader ought carefully to bear in 
mind, lest he be deceived, as too many suffer them- 


abstractedl;y the most perfect state. 'Ve were 80 united, and now are not. 
And the history of this grcat struggle for religious independence . . is, in any 
C.18e, the record of the origin and progress of that deplorable schism. . . . 'Ve 
talk of the · blcssings of emancipation from the Papal yoke,' and use other 
phrases of a IÜ.c buld and e
Dl;nFl'L tenour."-llrit. Ceil. for J nl.r IB-11. 
p.2, 
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selves to be, by words and phrases. And the same 
caution mnst be given as to the Tractators' repudiation 
of the charge of holding Romish tenets. Their repudia- 
tion of it is grounded merely upon their rejection of cer- 
tain more gross impositions and practices of the Church 
of Rome; while, upon various most important points aIHl 
leading features in that vast system of religious priest- 
craft, they are altogether in agreement 'With her. There 
is a previous question, then, to be determined, before 
their repudiation of the charge can be of any practical 
use, viz. 'Vhat is Romanism? If, as our Archbishop 
'Vhitgift tells us, their doctrine on the rule of faith is 
" tlLe ground of all Papistry," their verbal disclaimer of 
Papistry is mere idle talk. But unfortunately, to the or- 
dinary reader, this equivocal use of terms throws the 
whole subject into inextricable confusion. It is very 
hard, he will say, that those should be accused of holding 
Romish doctrines, ,'rho have expressly repudiated amI 
f'ven abused nomanism. And is it not 1110st desirable 
that we should hold" Cat.holic" doctrines and the" antient 
religion 1" On these points, however, this is not the 
place to enlarge, as tbey will more properly come under 
our consideration in a subsequent page. 
'Vith these facts and statements before his eyes, the 
reader will not be surprised to learn that the Romanists 
are loudly hailing the efforts of the Tractators, as directly 
tending to the re-establishment of their doctrines, as tbe 
doctrines of the Anglican Church. " 'Ve may depend," 
says Dr. 'Viseman,t " upon a willing, an able, and a 1110st 
zealous co-operation [i. e. on the part of the Tractators] 
with any effort which we may make towards bringing 
her [i. e. the Anglican Church] into her rightful position 
in catholic unity with the Holy See, and the Churches of 
its obedience-in other words, with the Church Catholic." 
(p. 1].) And among other proofs of the truth of this, he 
remarks,-" It seems to me impossible to read the works 


I A Letter on Clltl101ÏC Unity. to tllC Earl of Shrew::;hmy, hy Nichola
. 
nisl\()p of l\Ielipotamus. 



XIV 


PREFACE. 


of the Oxford divines, anù especially to follow them 
chronologically, without discovering a ùaily approach 
towards our holy Church, both in doctrine and in affec- 
tionate feeling.. Our saints, our popes, have become dear 
to them by little and little; our rites and ceremonies, our 
offices, nay, our very rubrics, are precious in their eyes,far, 
alas! beyond what many of us consider them; our monastic 
institutions, our charitahle and educational provisions, 
Imve become more and more objects with tlJem of earnest 
study; and everything, in fine, that concerns our religion, 
deeply interests their attention. . . . . Their admiration 
of our institutions and practices, and their regret at having 
lost them, manifestly spring from the value which they 
set upon everything Catholic; and to suppose them (with- 
out an insincerity which they have given us no right to 
charge them with,) to love the parts of a system and wish 
for them, while they would reject tlJe root and only se- 
cure support of them-the system itself-is to my mind 
revoltingly contradictory." (pp. 13, 14.) "Further proof 
of the view which I present, is this; that general dissatis- 
fact.ion at the system of the Anglican Church, is clearly 
expressed in the works of these authors: it is not a blame 
cast on one article or another, it is not blemish found in 
one practice, or a Catholic want in a second, or a Pro- 
testant redundancy in a third: but there is an impatient 
sic/mess of tlte whole; it is the weariness of a man who 
carries a burthen,-it is not of any individual stick of his 
faggot that he complains,-it is the bundle which tires 
and worries him . . . the Protestant spirit of the Articles 
in the aggregate, and their Ï1l.'mpportable uncatholicism in 
specific points, the loss of ordinances, sacraments, and 
liturgical rites; the extinction of the monastic and ascetic 
feeling and observances; the decay of' awe, mystery, ten- 
derness, reverence, devotedness, and other feelings which 
may be specially calJed Catholic' (Letter to Dr. Jelf, 
p. 26.); the miserable feeling of solitariness and separa- 
tion above described,-these are but a portion of the 
grievances whereof we meet complaints at every tnrn, the 



'PREFACE. 


xv 


removal of which would involve so thorough a change in 
the essential condition of the Anglican Church, as these 
writers must feel would bring her within the sphere of 
attraction of all-absorbing unity, and could not long with- 
hold her from the embrace of its centre." (pp. 16, 17.) 
Still further proof is justly found in the statements of 
l\Ir. \Varde, who deeply regrets our Church's" present 
corruption and degradation," hears with pain the words 
"pure and apostolical" applied to her; thinks that" the 
mark of being Christ's kingdom" "is obscured and but 
faintly traced on the English Church;" and speaks of 
" those sisters in other lands from whom she has been so 
long and so fatally dissevered," and of her restoration to 
"active communion with the rest of Christendom;" in 
terms, the meaning of which cannot be misunderstood. 
(pp. 18, 19.) As might be expected, the endeavour to 
])ervert our Articles to a Tridentine sense, is eagerly 
caught at, as smoothing the way to a full and complete re- 
turn to Popery. "A still more promising circumstance," 
]Ie says, " I think your lordship with me will consider, the 
plan which the eventful Tract No. 90 has pursued; and 
in which 1\1r. 'Varde, 1\:1r. Oakley, and even Dr. Pusey, 
have agreed. I allude to the method of bringing their 
doctrines into accordance with ours, by explanation. A 
foreign priest has pointed out to us a valuable document 
for our consideration,-' llossuet's Reply to the Pope,'- 
when consulted on the best method of reconciling the fol- 
lowers of the Augsburg Confession with the Holy See. 
The learned Bishop observes, that Providence had al- 
lowed so much Catholic truth to be preserved in that 
Confession, that fuB advantage should be taken of the cir- 
cUUJstance: that no retractations should be demanded, but 
an explanation of the Confession in accordance with Ca- 
tholic doctrines. N ow, for such a method as this, the 
way is in part prepared by the demonstration that such 
interpretation may be given of the most difficult Articles, 
as will strip them of all contradiction to the decrees of 
tIle Tridentinc Synod." (p. 38.) ThiR instructive pass
ge 
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the reader will do well to ponder. Notwithstanding 
" tbe Protestant 
pirit of the Articles in the aggregate, 
and their insupportable uncatholicism in specific points," 
the magic wand of an "explanation" will" strip them of 
all contradiction to the decrees of the Tridentine Synod" 
itself, and the statements for which Rome has so often 
made thousands pay the penalty with their blood, are now 
found to be nothing more than what are easily recon- 
cilable with the statements of Trent itself. 
It may not be known to many that a very similar at- 
tf'l11pt to reconcile our Articles with the doctrines of the 
Romish Church was made two centuries ago by an 
English convert to Popery, named Christopher Daven- 
port, but who is Letter known by his Romish name of 
Francis a Sancta Clara. The work is entitled "Deus, 
Natura, Gratia," 1 and was written for tbe purpose of ex- 
plaining many of the most important of the Thirty-nine 
Articles, so as to make them conformable to the Triden- 
tine statements; and he adds, at the end, a " paraphrastic 
exposition" of the rest of them, proceeding upon the same 
principles, wherein he maintains that they need only a 
befitting gloss to reconcile them all to good sound Po- 
pery. And for learning and ingenuity, our modern Re- 
conciler is not to be compared to bim. But, in all the 
most important points, the similarity between the two is 
remarkable. 
Thus, when it is said in Art. xi. that" we are justified 
by faith only," here, saith 1\11'. Newman," faith, as being 
the beginning of perfect or justifying righteousness, is 
taken for what it tends towards, or ultimately will be. It 
is saiù, by anticipation, to be that which it promises; just 
as one might pay a labou'rer ltis hire, before he began /tis 
work," &c. &c. (No. 90, 2d. ed. p. 13.) So Francis a 
Sancta Clara says that, "because faith is the foundation 


I Deus, Natura, Gratia. Sive Tractatus de Prædestinatione, de 1\Ieritis 
et peccatorum remissione, seu de Justificatione et denique de Sanctorum In- 
vocatione. Ubi ad trutinam fidei Catholicæ examinatur Confessio Angli- 
cana, &c. Acccssit paraphrastica Expositio rf'liquorum Al'ticulorum Confe!ò:- 
sionis Anglic.e. 2a. cd. Lugd.] fi3 L fl\"o. 
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of onr justification and spiritual l
fe," tlterifore justifica- 
tion, and the salvation of man, is attributed to TItith." 
Justification is often attributed to faith; " because faith is 
the gate and foundation of it, and the whole spiritual 
structure."!! " If you say that justification is acquired 
through faith, by means of an application or apprehension 
of the merits or righteousness of Christ, I think that it 
may bear a sound and Catholic sense; because, in good 
truth, we, through faith, . . by believing the promises of 
God in Christ, or the merits of Christ's sufferings, by 
praying, by loving, &c. at length obtain, through Christ, 
our righteousness. This is their doctrine and ours; nor do 
they give more to f.'lith than the Council of Trent, in the 
matter of justification, if they are cautiously eXplainerl; 
namely, in the way just mentioned. But tlte point in dis- 
pute is, wltat faith we are to understand. . .. They 
themselves attribute it, not to that special kind of faith, 
but to the faith of Christ, as we do. For, in the Articles 
of the English Confession, no faith is specified, but the 
faith of which the Apostles everywhere speak. Therefore 
there is no difference between us on this point. But'lvl/at 
is added in tlte Homily parenthetically, · Tlds would be to 
attribute justification to a habit or act in us; seems to deny 
inlte1"ent Tigltteousness; but, in tnlih, nothing v.as less 
meant, for it is immediately added, 'But it is God wlw 
justifies: . . .. Behold, therefore, we clearly and fully 
agree."3 
Again, on Art. xii. on works before justification, which 
states that ",yorks done before the grace of Christ, and 
the inspiration of his Spirit, are not pleasant to God," 
and do not" make men meet to receive grace, or deserve 
grace of congruity," &c.; lVlr. N ewmall telIs us that 
though it would be " Pelagianism" to say that those" Ito 
are in utter destitution of grace, can do anything to gain 
justification, yet there is "an intermediate state" behyecll 
being" in a state of Christian justification," and lifted)' 
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de ,titllte of divine aid; anù tlJat so, notwithstanding this 
Article, " it is quite true that works done with divine aid, 
and in faith, befo'l"e justification, do dispose men to receive 
the grace of justification,-such were Cornelius's alms, 
fa
tings, and prayers, which led to his baptism."! So 
Francis a Sancta Clara says, that it would, indeed, be 
the Pelagian heresy to say that, from the acts of free 
will, done without any aid from God, we could merit jus- 
tification of congruity;2 but, nevertheless, " with the aid 
of the fiJ-st bestowed grace preceding, we can, by seeking 
.1nd striving, obtain further aids, and in some way deserve 
(f congruity the first lwbitual justifying grace,"3 and thus 
the alms of Cornelius merited the faith of Christ;4 and 
that, in this Article, " it is manifest that such works only 
are excluded, as it regards merit of congruity, with respect 
to our justification, as are done before the faith of Christ; 
nay, b
fore tlte .fi1.st actual grace, or tlte inspiration of tlte 
Holy Spirit (as they say); since, therefore, the exception 
proves the rule as it respects the opposite, as lawyers 

f. y, it follows that other works, namely, tltose done fi'OlJl 
faith, can in some measure learl to and deserve of congruity 
he gr'ace of justification."5 
Further on Art. xxii. that "the Romish doctrine con- 
cerning purgatory, pardons, worshipping and adoration, as 
well of images as of relics, and also invocation of saints, is a 
fonù thing, &c." 1\11'. Newman says, "the first remark 
that occurs on perusing this Article is, that the doctrine 
objected to is ' the Romish doctrine.' . . Accordingly the 
primitive doctrine is uot condemned in it. . . . Now 
there was a primitive doctrine on all these points, &c."û" 
"Anù further, by the 'Romish doctrim>,' is not meant 
the Tridentine statement . . . there are portions in the 
Tridentine statements on these suhjects which the Article, 
far from condemning, by anticipation approves as fhr as 
they gO."7 And what he considers conùemned, is " the 
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received doctrine" among Romanists, or " the doctrine of 
the Roman schools;" but how determined, he does not 
teU us. So Francis a Sancta Clara says of this Article, 
"The words, as they stand, are doubtle
s very harsh. 
But it is to be observed that the force of this Article is 
not directed against invocation of saints simply, or in 
itself, as is evident, but the Romish doctrine of Invoca- 
tion." And to see what was meant by " the Romish doc- 
trine," he says, we must observe how it is described by 
Protestants; and having (like 1\'11'. Newman) extracted 
some honest representations of it from Protestant writers, 
he adds, that it is not to be wondered at that such a doc- 
trine was condemned; they themselves condemned it; 
and he points to the Triùentine statements as showing 
this. "The conclusion," he says, "is, that the Anglican 
Confession has determined nothing against the truth of 
the faith; it has only exploded the impious and heathen 
doctrine falsely imputed to the Church."! "In the same 
way evidently, and by the same mode of speaking," he 
adùs, "they reject, in the same ArticlE', not Purgatory, 
Indulgences, the adoration of images and relics, in them- 
selves, but, as before, tlte RO'lnish doctrine on all these 
points; that is, the ùoctrine falsely imputed to us ;"2 pro- 
ceeùing to show that the Article did not condemn good 
sound Tridentine doctrine. "Here, therefore," he con- 
cludes, "there will be peace altogether with the An- 
glican Confession, if only all things are weighed as they 
deserve, without party spirit, and with only a regard to 
truth."3 
These, with similar explanations of other Articles, occur 
in the body of the work. In the'" Paraphrastic Exposi- 
tion of the other .Articlcs," at the cnd, the same course is 
adopted. 'Ve will compare those on Art. xxviii. on Tran- 
substantiation, and Art. xxxi. on 1\Iasses. 
"'Vhat is here opposed as 'Transubstant.iation,'" says 
1\11'. Newman on Art. xxviii., "is the shocking doctrinc 
I Pl'. 3-19, 50. 2 p. 351. 3 p. 3.j;
. 
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that (the Lolly of Christ,' as the Article goes on to express 
it, is Hot (given, t.aken, and eaten after an heavenly awl 
spiritual manner, but is carnaJIy pressed with the teeth;' 
that it is a body or substance of a certain extension, &c. 
. . . whereas we hold that the only substance such is the 
bread which we see." (p. 47.) (( In denying a (Illutatio 
panis et vini,'" it is not" denying every kind of change." 
(p. 51.) But it is "literally true" that "tlle consecrated 
bread is Cllrist's body" (p. 5
.); his body is spiritual, and 
hence it may be "that Cbrist's Body and Blood are lo- 
cally at God's right hand, yet really present here,-pre- 
sent IJere, but not here in place-because they are spÜ.it." 
(pp. 55, 6. See the whole of pp. 47-58.) So Francis a 
Sancta Clara says that the authors of our Articles (( only 
condemned, in this Article, the antient error of the Ca- 
pharnaites, namely, a carnal presence of Christ; that is, as 
if Christ was present here in a natural or carnal moùe, 
and was pressed by our teeth;" and that the bread shouhl 
undergo such a change, is repugnant to Scripture, " as the 
Article rightly affirms;" and that when the Ârticle de- 
l1Íes a change of the bread and wine, it only denies SUell a 
change as this; anù not that which" the Church" means, 
&c. &c. (pp. 388-90.) 
Again, on Art. xx}.i. 011 1\Iasses, 1\lr. Newman says, 
" Nothing can slJOw more clearly than this passage, that 
the Articles are not written against the creed of the 
Roman Church, but against actual existing errors in it;" 
(C the ( blasphemous fable' is the teaching that masses are 
sacrifices for sin, distinct from the sacáfice of Christ's 
death." "The Article before us neithf'r speaks against 
the :\Iass in itself, nor against its heing an offering, though 
commemoJ"ative, for the quick aud the dead, for the re- 
mission of sin." (pp. 59, 60, 63.) So Francis a Sancta 
Clara says, that" there is nothing here ab'ainst the sacri- 
fices of the l\Iass in themselves, but against the vulgar or 
common notion respecting them, namely, that the priests 
in their sacrifices offer Christ for the quiek aud the dC'ad, 
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f()]. remission of sin and transgression; 80 as to be able, by 
virtue of this sacrifice offered by them, independent of the 
sacrifice of the cross, meritoriously to procure for the 
people remission, &c." (p. 400.) 
Such was the attempt made, two centuries ago, to re- 
concile our Protestant Articles with the dogmas of Po- 
pery. But at that time the nation had been but too 
recently emancipated from the I)apal yoke, and her tra- 
ditional remem brances of Popery were too fresh, to admit 
of her being so easily beguiled by fine words and plau- 
sible phrases. And it so happens that we have ARCH- 
BISHOP LAUD'S own testimony to his having" absolutely 
denied" permission to tlte author to have tlte 'Wo'rk printed 
in England. For, it being one of the charges against him 
at his trial that he lmd" harboured and relieved divers 
Popish priests and Jesuits, namely, one called Sancta 
Clara alias Davenport, a dangerous person, and Fran- 
ciscan Friar, who hath written a Popish and seditions 
book, entitled Deus, Natura, Gratia, &c., wherein the 
Thirty-nine Articles of the Church of England, esta- 
blished by Act of Parliament, are much traduced and scan- 
dalized; the said Archbishop had divers conferences with 
him while he was in writing the said book," &c.t, the 
Archbishop tells us 2 that his reply was, that the author 
of this work, havi
g come to him to ask his licence for 
printing it, and baving communicated to him its sub- 
stance, " I found the scope of !tis book to be such as that 
the Church of England 'Would hm.e little cause to tltank 
ltilll fm' it, and so absolutely denied it." 
'l
he object which the Tractators amI tbe Romanists 
have in view in thus putting our Articles upon the rack 
to make them consistent with their views, is, from the fore- 
going extracts, sufficiently clear, namely, the more easy 
reduction of our Church, as a whole, to its former union 
with the Romish See, when the explanation, having served 


1 Canterbur;y's Doom, or Pr;ynne's Account of Trial of Archbishop Laud, 
p. 34, as (Jl1oted in \V ood'l:) Ath. O>.on. 
2 See Archbishop Laud's Ili
tor;y of hi!; Trouhle
, r. 38.5. 
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its pnrpose, wouM be, with the Articles themselves, 
indignantly thrown overboard, to make way for a truly 
" Catholic" exposition of the faith, dictated at Rome. 
And then I suspect the poor remnant of tbe despiseù 
Protestants might sigh in vain for a " Catholic" confes- 
sion sufficiently indulgent to include an "uncatholic" 
meaning, thankful as they would be to be indulged only 
with life. And if perchance the new light of another 
age should enable some gifted Protestant to show how 
easily Pope Pius's cl'eed might be understood in a gooù 
Protestant sense, let us hope that Rome also would see 
in a new light her duty to her neighbour. 
l\'Iay God in his infinite mercy avert from us the evils 
which threaten us. 
It ,"",ould be difficult to overrate the responsibility rest- 
ing at the present time upon the heads of our Church. 
There are those ,,,ithin the Church who, so far from being 
affectionately attached to her doctrines and practices, 
think that the very " mark of being Christ's kingdom" 
is " but faintly traced on her," mourn over her Articles 
and services as framed by persons of a thoroughly unca- 
tho1ic spirit, and framed " for the establishment" of a 
system which they believe to be even Antichristian, " the 
religion of corrupt human nature;" and avow themselves 
" ecclesiastical agitators," purposing to avail themselves of 
every means of overturning that system, and" un pro- 
testanti2ing" the Church. There are others ,vho, having 
adopted, with all the ardol1l' of youth and inexperience, 
the same views, are seeking to enter our Church, that 
they may add their efforts to the accomplishment of the 
same end. All the oaths, declarations, and subscriptions 
required by the Protestant restorers of our Church as 
safeguards against the re-introduction of those doctrines 
auù practices to which these persons are attached, form, 
ill their view, no impediment to their either remaining or 
seeking to become ministers of a Protestant Church, for 
the purpuse of "unprotestalJtizÎng" it; the rjghteon
 cnd 

allcti(yillg, I suppose, (accurding to the well-known 
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" Catholic" doctrine) the unrighteous means. This is no 
question, then, of high or low Churchmansbip, of Cal- 
vinism or Arminianism, of this or that shade of doctrine, 
in which a latitude may justly be allowed. No, as the 
Tractators themselves tell us, "very vital truths" are 
concerned in the change they desire to effect in our 
Church, even "rnatte'J's of life or death." 1 It becomes 
not me to say more, than earnestly to pray that wisdom 
may be given to the rulers of our Church in this crisis in 
her history. 
But it may be said, Surely there is some mistake in all 
this, for the 'fractators have put forth their system as 
peculiarly entitled to the name of Anglicanism, and repre- 
sented their doctrines as those of the great majority of our 
most illustrious divines, ever since the Reformation, and 
presented us with various" Catenas," containing extracts 
from the writings of those divines in proof of this. This 
is one of the most extraordinary and painful features in 
the whole case. That such representations pervadc the 
Tracts and works of the Tractators, is but too true; and 
too true is it also, that upon the strength of such state- 
ments they have gained a footing in our Protestant 
Church, which they could never otherwise have obtaiucd. 
One great object, therefore, which I have kept in vicw in 
the following work has been to show, that so far from 
having the support they claim in the writings of our great 
divines, they are refuted and opposed in the most dcci- 
sive way by all the best even of tltei'JO own chosen witnef"Sf'S; 
and that their appeal to those writings as in their fin Onr 
is one of the most unaccountable, and painful, and cul- 
pable (however unintentional) misrepresentations with 
which history supplies us. The fact is, that almost the 
only witnesses to whom they could properly refer as at all 
supporting their system, are a few individuals, sllch as 
Brett, Hicks, J ohnsoll, and others, forming a small and 


I See extract from Dritish Critic, p. x. above. 
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extreme section of a small and extreme part)" in our 
Ch urch, namely, the N onj urors; and even among these 
it would be difficult to find Olle who agreed with their sys- 
tem as now developed. Their extracts from the \\ orks of 
our divines generally will be founù to be, for the most part, 
gcneral and loose and inJefinite passages, whose meaning 
ùepellds altogether upou the context, and which are 
appìied by the TractatOl's ill a sense which the views of 
the writers, gathered from their works as a whole, alto- 
gether repudiate. 
Is this fair and ingenuous ? 'Vas there Bot a more 
candid course open to them? 
light they not have said, 
There is much in the Church of Englanù that we love, 
much in the writings of her great divines that we approve; 
but in the Articles and services of the one, and in the 
writings of the other, there are also various things of 
which we disapprove, concei\'Ïng them to be opposed to 
antiquity. 'Ye will not quit her communion till we see 
what effect a statement of our views may have upon the 
minds of her melllùers, though ultimately, if such changes 
are not made, we shall be compelled to do so. For such 
a course an apology llligbt perhaps be found. It might 
not, inJeed, have gained for them so many adherents, 
but it would have been far more likely to have proùuced 
a permanent effect than their present conduct. In the 
place of this they have chosen tö ,yircdraw a I>rotestant 
confession of faith, so as to make it appear to support 
Anti-protestant views, to publish extracts from staunch 
Protestant writers, to convert them, in the eye of the 
public, into opponents of Protestant principles; in a word, 
to represent our Church as being what it is not, in order 
to effect more easily the change they desire to bring 
about in it from what it is. 
Almost equally incorrect and fallacious are their refer- 
C11ces to the early Fathers, of "hose writings 011C might 
suppose, from the language tJJCY have used, that thcir 
1"'110\' ledge was most accurate aud c
telJsive. I UJu::,t Le 
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permitted to say, that the blunder 
Ir. Newman has made 
in the interpretation of a common phrase in a passage of 
A thanasius, the meaning of that phrase being a turning 
point in the bearing of many passages with relation to the 
present contro\Tersy,t shows a want of acquaintance with 
the phraseology of the Fathers, which ought to make us 
receive his citations with considerable caution. Nor can 
I at all account for various other erroneous representa- 
tions and allegations of passages from the Fathers, (to 
some of which I give a reference below, that the reader 
may at once see that there is ground for the remark,2) 
but upon the supposition that much has been taken 011 
trust froUl other and even Romish writers. And if the 
heads of the party are not free from such errors, it is not 
surprising that there are others alllong them still more 
deeply involved in them. Since public attention has 
Leen more directed to antiquity, we have been illundated 
with papers, anù letters, and remarks, especialIy in the 
periodical publications, laying down this or that doctrine 
with all the calm dignity of an oracular response, as what 
everybody ahvays everywhere in the primitive Church 
from the beginning proclaimed and maintained with 
one consent, and showing nothing more than that their 
authors need to go to school on the suùject on which they 
would fain be teachers of others. One might suppose, 
f.'om the tone of some of these writers, that all that has 
been done or said in all past ages of the Church was to 
be ascertained without the smallest difficulty or uncer- 
tainty, and cou]ù even be gathered second-hand from the 
notices of a few modern divines. For my own part, I freely 
confess to being in no small degree sceptical as to tIle 
possibility of any man knowing "hat" everybody always 
everywhere" in the primitive Church thought on any 
I See vol. i. pp.73-76. 
2 See vol. i. pp. 6.'>-76; abo the remarks of )Ir. Kehle respecting the 
Council of Nice, compareù with the statements of tJlOse from whom he lIas 
himself quoted, noticed \01. ii. pp. 3
7 et seq.; also the citation from Chr;y- 
sostom, prcfixed to Tract :H, in a sCII:,e which no oue rCiulilig thc contCÀt 
could for a moment dream of, noticed vol. ii. l'p. 444, 445. 
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point; even from a careful perusal of the recorùs of anti- 
quity themselves that remain to us. Indeed, though I can 
quite conceive a monk in his cell getting together the works 
of some few ùozen authors of great name, and fancying 
himself able hence to vouch for the sentiments of" every- 
boùy always everywhere," I feel a difficulty in under-. 
standing how men of judgment and experience can allow 
themselves to be so deluded. But still less are such 
representations to be taken from those who have not eyen 
maùe themselves acquainted with those sources of infor- 
mation that are open to us. It would be amusing, were 
it a less important subject, to see the way in which, 
uuder the much-abused name of" Catholic," mistakes 
and corruptions are recommended to public attention, 
almost as if our salvation depended upon them. State- 
ments, indeed, more uncatbolic than some that the Trac- 
tators themselves have made,-as for instance that of Dr. 
Pusey, that " to the deci
ions of the Chu.rch Universal 
we owe faith," I-were never uttered. 'Ve appeal for 
proof to the writings of the early Church. 
For myself, I make no pretensions to any superior 
knowledge of antiquity, nor desire to set up my own 
judgment of its verdict as a standard for others to go by, 
but only to place before the reader the testimonies upon 
which his conclusions should be formed. And though it 
is almost impossible to suppose that where so many re- 
ferences occur, _ there should not be some errors, I trust 
that the impartial reader will find that no labour has been 
spared to avoid them, and that the representation given 
of tbe sentiments of the Fathers is a fair, and, upon the 
whole, a correct one. 
The success of the Tractators has Leen to many a sub- 
ject of surprise, and alllong others, as it seems, to them- 
selves.!.! }"'or my own part, when I reflect upon the tem- 
porary success that has often attenùed heresies and delu- 


1 Letter to Bishop of Oxforù, p. 53. 
, Brit. Cl'it. fur .July, HI-ll, 1" 2R 
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sions of the most extravagant nature, I cannot participate 
in such feelings. For the partial and temporary success 
that they have met with in the inculcation of their doc- 
trines there are, I think, beyond the fact of novelty, 
several reasons, and I trust and believe many also that 
may be assigned, for the hope that, under the Divine 
blessing, that success may be but partial and temporary. 
Such trials from internal and external foes are the 
Church's predicted portion in this world, and the purer 
any Church is, the more lilay she expect that her great 
enemy will thus amict her. If, however, she be upon 
the whole found faithful to her God, such trials will as- 
suredly be overruled for her good; and there is perhaps 
nothing more inimical to her real welfare than a state of 
long and uninterrupted calm and prosperity. 
One principal cause, then, of the temporary success of 
the moyement made by the Tractators, has evidently 
been, that it fell in with the current of men's feelings in 
the Church at the time. At the period when they com- 
menced their labours, the Church was beset with dangers. 
The various sects that haye separated themselves from 
her communion had (with oñe honourable exception) 
risen up against her with all the bitterness and jealousy 
of a sordid spirit of worldly rivalry, and had avoweù that 
nothing would satisfy them but her complete overthrow 
as the National Church, anù the extinction of all her 
peculiar privileges. A lVIinistry which, if not directly 
hostile, was maùe so by its dependence upon the enemies 
of the Church, a hostile House of Commons, a country 
kept in agitation for party purposes, and from various 
causes excited against all its constituted authorities anù 
alltient institutions, combined to menace her welfare. 
Such events haù made all her friends anxious for her 
safety. That which might perhaps have been a permis- 
sible relaxation of principle in the conùuct of her mem- 
bers towards the dissenters Lecame so no longer, when it 
was clearly sccn that the lcading ol.ject of those di::;sclltcrs 
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as a body was to deprive the Ch urch of all her peculiar 
Pl'ivileges and opportunities for the promotion of Chris- 
tianity throughout the land. Co-operation with bodies 
influenced by such views was no longer an act of Christian 
charity, but a direct breach of Christian duty. The ship 
was in a storm. Her existence was at stake. Every- 
thing conspired to show the importance, the necessity, 
of union, order, regularity, subordination, obedience to 
constituted authorities. In a word, the dangers that 
beset the Church, and the conduct and nature of the foes 
that assailed her, combined to lead all those who knew 
anything of Church principles, anù had any regard for 
the Church, to serious reflection. There was in conse- 
quence a healthy react.ion in favour of those principles. 

\t this time, and under these circumstances, the Tracta- 
tors commenced their labours. A more favourable mo- 
ment could hardly have been found. Events had so 
completely prepared the way for them, that in the minds 
of many there was a strong predisposition in their favour. 
'l'heir professions were those of warm friends of our Pro- 
testant Church. All that they blamcd was" ultra-Pro- 
testantism." They claimed the support of all our great 
divines without exception. Antiquity was, beyond con- 
tradiction, wholly with them. Their language was cautious 
and plausible, and full of that self-confidence that is so 
influential with the popular mind. Is it surprising, then, 
that they should have pleased many ears, and gained 
many hearts, and that while they fell in with the current 
of feeling created by events, they should have succeeded 
in giving it an additional impetus in its own direction, 
tenJing to carry it to an unsalutary extreme? So far, 
alas! they have indeed succeeded, am} thus in many cases 
have converteJ a healthy reaction into one which threatens 
to carry away its victims, and has indeed carried away se- 
veral, into the bosom of Rome itself. 
The circulllstances of the times had evidently much in- 
flucnce upon the Tractators thelll::,clve::; in leading them 
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to embl"aC'(, the views they havl' talwn Up.1 They saw 
that the influence of the Church over the public mind 
was not such as it had been in former times, and might 
reasonably be expected to be. And, apparently, the 
great proLlem which they thought they had to solve 
was, how that influence might be restored. They ha \'e 
not unnaturally (whether wisely or not is another ques- 
tion) found the hope of regaining it in the assertion of 
those Church-principles which form the foundation of 
Popery. The ahuses caused Ly the liberty of conscience 
and free u
e of private judgment, conceded by Pro- 
testantism, are to be cured by a re-establishment of 
the iron grasp witb which Popery hold
 its votaries in 
subjection. And I mu"t add, that their works hear 
such constant and manifest traces of their having been 
imposed upon and misled by Romish writers, that one can- 
not but fear that they suffered themselves to be prejudice(} 
in favour of that system of doctrine to which the circum- 
stances of the times bad given them a fav
urable bias, 
before they had well studied the subject in a way whiC'h 
alone coulù have entitled them to assume the office of re- 
formers and correctors of the Church. I am much mis- 
taken if their "Catenas" do not show either an nnfaiJ'- 
ness, which I should be indeed pained at being obliged to 
charge them with, or a great want of acquaintance even 
with the works of our own great divines. And hence, instead 
of keeping within the bounds of that sonnù moderation 
that has always characterized tlJe Church of England, 
they have, while rejecting some of the most offensive 
practices in the Bomish church, adopted almost all the 
doctrines and principles which have hitherto di
tin- 
guished us as a body from that corrupt Church, and seem 
gradually progressing to the reception of the whole sys. 
tcm; witness the remarks that have been more than once 
published by them in favour even of the fopperies of 
monkery itself. 'Ve have Dr. Hook's authority for say- 


1 See Newman's L('ct.. p. 14. Kl'hle's Serm. pr. ,;-7. 
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ing that the extreme of high Church principles is Popery. 
\Ve beg the reader to ask hilllself whether those princi. 
pies can well be carried further than they are stretched 
in the works of the Tractators. 
And it must Le addeJ, (and this is another reason for 
their success,) that in the inculcation of their views they 
came upon those who "el'e generally, and, as a body, 
unprepared by previous study for an impartial and ju- 
dicious view of the subject. The low state of ecclesias- 
tical learning among us for many past years is a truth 
so generally acknowleùged and lamented, that it would 
be a waste of worùs to offer either an apology or a proof 
for the assertion. The consequences of such want of in- 
formation could not fail to be seen unùer such circum- 
stances. The slightest appearance of learning carried 
with it a weight which, in other times, ,'muld harùly 
have been conceùed to that 'which had tenfold claims to 
it. And under the abused name of" catholic," by the 
aid of Romish sophisms, and partial and inaccurate cita- 
tions from the Fathers, the corrupt doctrines and prac. 
tices of which our truly learned Reformers were, by God's 
blessing, enableù to purge the Church, are urged upon us 
as veritable parts of that Divine revelation delivered to 
the world by the Apostles. And herein, be it observed, the 
Tractators are at issue with those whose learning it would 
be idle to dispute, not merely as to the foundation upon 
which their system rests, the authority of patristical tra- 
dition, but as to the fact whether that tradition, whatever 
its authority lllay be, is in their favour. Our reformers 
contended that the name catholic, and the support of the 
great body of the Fathers, belonged to that system of 
doctrine and practice which, from its opposition to the 
corruptions of Romanism, was caHed Protestantism. Anù 
as to any of the attempts hitherto made lJY the Tractators 
or their adherents to pluck the laurels frOIl! the 1>1'ows of 
the Reformers, and to show the inaccuracy of their aJIe- 
gations from the Fathers, such as that of the TIritish 

J"it ic in the case of Jewell, it rcminùs one but of the 



PREFACE. 


XXXI 


puny efforts of a ùwarf to espy holes In tbe armour of a 
giant. 
'Ve may aùd aIso, as a still further reason for their suc- 
cess, tbat their doctrines are such a<; will always, as long 
as human nature remains what it is, attract many to them; 
of the clergy, from the power they give them O\-er the 
minds of men; of the laity, from their greater suitability 
to the notions and feelings of the natural mind. To the 
clergy particularly such views will always be attractive. 
The system of the Tractators is a far more easy and simple 
one to work; likely also to produce more extended and 
visible results. Only bring men to acknowledge the 
authority thus claimed for the Church and the Clergy, and 
their instrumentality in the work of human salvation, am} 
you wield a power over the minds both of the religious and 
the superstitious almost irresistible. But address a man 
merely as a witness for the truth, acknowledging your 
fallibility, and appealing to his judgment, "I speak as to 
wise men, judge ye what I say," and your per50nal in- 
fluence over him is not to be compared with that which 
exists in the former case. The truth is left to work its 
way by its own intrinsic power, and faith is, as it ought 
to be, the result of a conviction of the heart. TInt the 
cases where such conviction is wrought will be much 
fewer than those in which a nominal adherence to the 
truth will be professed under the former system of teach- 
ing. And even were it not so, the personal influence of 
the clergy over their respective flocks in the two cases 
will not bear a comparison; ill the one case, the voice of 
the pastor is almost like the voice of God himself, for an in- 
spired messenger could hardly demand greater deference; 
in the other, the pastor himself merges his own claims in 
that of the message, and sends his hearers to search for 
themselves in the book of God, whether the things that 
he preaches unto them are so. It cannot be a question, 
then, which system is naturally the most attractive to the 
clergy. Nay, a zealous, earnest mini::;ter of Christ, who 
desires nothing more than to promote the Lest interests 
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of mankinù, may he so attrilcted hy tIle inflnence given 
hy the former, pnrposing to use that influence only for the 
good of his fellow-crea.tures, as to ba\-e at once a secret 
prejudice in its favonr, which blinds his eyes to the base- 
lessness of the claims upon which it rests. 
AU these causes have operated in :fiwonr of the Tracta- 
tors. 
But there are at the same time not a few reasons also 
for hoping that, in the mercy of God, their success may 
be but partial and tern porary . 
There are enconraging symptoms of a prevalent desire 
among us to search into the matter, especiaJIy since the 
recent publications of the Tractators have shown mo:.c 
fully their real views and aims. N ow it is impossible for 
tbis ùesire to be carried into effect without their being de- 
tected in such inconsistencies, misrepresentations, and mis- 
takes as wiU infaJIibly alter their position very materially 
in the eyes of many who may have been origipally in- 
clined to favour them. To some of these I have already 
alluded, and it would be easy to add to the list. 'YhiIe I 
am writing, my eye lights upon one in a late number of 
the llritish Critic (a number, by the way, which, for its 
flippant impertinences and gross personalities upon lllell 
who had the highest claims to at least respectful treat- 
ment, is unparalleled in such a work), made witI} all 
the coolness and confidence of one who is uttering an 
incontrovertible truth. For the sake of disparaging the 
Reformation, it is said, " Nothing is more remarkable in 
the theology of the Reforming age (to speak generaIly) 
t11an the deficiency of all writings of a devotional, or even 
a practical cast:' (Brit. Crit. for July ]841, p. 3.) Now 
the writer of tbis is either profoundly ignorant of the 
ecclesiastical literature of that period, or he has misre- 
presented it for the sake of his party, and in eitber case 
is deserving of no little censure for thus lllisleaùing his 
readers, of whom few probably (speaking comparatively) 
,youlù have the means of judging of the truth of his rcmark. 
('on
ideriug the character, of the period, aml t11(1 eomprt- 
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rati\'ely limited number of original works then puhlished 
to what there are now, it is surprising how many prac- 
tical works issue(1 from the pens of our n
forll1ers and early 
divines, engaged as they were in the struggle with Popery. 
These things give reason to hope that such writers win 
ultimately find their level. 1\Ien do not like to bo de- 
ceived, especially by those who put forth high claims to 
wisdom and learning. Their "quiet, self-complacent, 
supercilious language," as an able writer in the Bl'l.tish 
l\lagazine has justly called it,! will be doubly offensive 
when found to be wantinJ in that which alone could afford 
the shadow of an apology for it. Their misrepresenta- 
tions
 in particular, of the sentiments of our great di vines, 
by a few loose and indefinite extracts from their \vritiHgs, 
though for a time they have (as might lJe exp0cted) de- 
ceived many, can ultimately only recoil upon themselves. 
The disingenuousness also with which Articles of religion, 
drawn up by Protestant divines, "for the esta blisluuent," 
as is confessed, "of Protestartism," are tortured to an 
Antiprotestant sense, in order to enable Antiprotestants 
to retain their places in our Church, is so utterly irrecon- 
cilable with thJse common principles that hold soc
ety 
together, that it cannot fail ultimately, as indeed it has 
done already, to estrange the minds of simple and upright 
Christian men from such teaching. Indeed it is imp05- 
sible not to see that it is a mere temporary expedient, 
which cannot long satisfy even those who have availed 
themselves of it, a hastily constructed refuge within the 
walls of our Church for those who are seAking to gain 
possession of the citadel, and who suppose that they have 
hetter opportunities to do so within the walls than with- 
out, but whose avowed objects nmke it clear that the pre- 
sent state of things cannot la.)t, that one party or tlw 
other lUust give way. And when this becomes clearly 
appreciated by th
 Church at large, m
y we not justly 
hope that many who have heen attracted 10 their stan- 


J Blit. .Mag. for l\Iay, HJ39, r. .';] p. 
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dard while they were holding out, according to their own 
confession, "false colours," win, when they come to see 
the real state of the case, look upon them only as be- 
trayers, and that their very best defences, their" Catenas," 
and high pretensions to learning and wisdom, antiquity 
and catholicism, will only be sources of moral weakness to 
their cause, and tend more than anything else to its over- 
throw. 
That such a controversy should have arisen in our 
Church is deeply to be regretted. The agitation of such 
questions necessarily produces disunion and party spirit, 
the great causes of weakness, disorder, and ruin to any 
community that is affiicted by them. The powers of the 
Church are thus paralyzed, her energies spent in useless, 
and worse than useless, contentions; her friends are dis- 
com.aged and perplexed, her enemies triumph; her God is 
displeased, and her strength departs from her. How 
great the responsibility of those who have raised such a 
strife within her, and made it a duty incumbent upon 
those who have any regard for her preservation, to arm 
themselves against their bretl1ren for the defence of her 
very foundations! But when matters of such moment are 
at stake, when the question is, whether the true catho- 
licism of our reformers is to give place to a system of 
doctrine and practice altogether unsound, and the cor- 
ruptiolIS fi.om which our faith and worship have through 
the mercy of God been purged, are to be reintroduced 
into our Church, it would be culpable indeed to remain a 
neutral, a silent, or an indifferent spectator. It becomes 
the duty of all to do what may be in their power to pre- 
vent such a result. The zeal, and earnestness, and per- 
severance with which Popish views and principles are 
urged upon the public mind, under the abused name of 
catholicism, must be met with correspondent efforts to 
unmask their unsoundness and dangerous tendency. In 
a word, if the cause for which our martyrs laid down 
theil' lives was one worthy of their blood, it is the duty of 
those who have succeeded to the possession of privileges 
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o dearly pnrc1lased, to contend with similar devotedn('.;;s 
for tllCir preservation anù transmission unimpaired to 
their chilùren. Anù we lllay humbly hope that He wItO 
out of evil oft educeth goo.], may grant that even this COll- 
troversy may not be without its good effects. The real 
principles of our Church will be better known anù ap- 
preciated, even among its own members anù ministers. 
The founùation upon which it stands will, we are con- 
vinced, bear examination, and therefore, if God
s blessing 
rest upon it, we fear not for the result. 
I alll aware that it may be saiù, and with truth, that in 
the present day the majority need no arguments to in- 
duce them to slight human authority, and are scarcely 
willing to pay ùeference to any other guide than their own 
self-will. This I fully admit, and believe that juùicious 
works, calculated to show the danger of such a disposition 
of mind, might, under the Divine blessing, be of essential 
service to the community, both as it re3pects their spi- 
ritual and temporal interests. But I see no reason hence 
to suppose that unfounded claims to their obedience 
would counteract the evil. Such doctrines as those of 
our opponents appear to me calculated to do anything 
rather than become a cure. I deny not, indeeù, that to 
many minds they are likely to appear plausible, anù cal- 
culateù to act as a remeùy for the evils which internal 
dissensions have produced in the Protestant body. The 
liberty obtained by the Reformation has no doubt been in 
some cases abused. And the panacea for the evils so 
causeù may appeal' to many to be the re-estaùlishment of 
the iron tyranny under which the minds of men were held 
previous to that event. I believe this to be a growing 
impression in the mind::, of mauy both in this country and 
elsewhere, aud Rome is largely availing herself of it. 
But whatm'er may be in store for this or other countries 
as a temporary dispensation, as a punishment for their 
sins, we trust that the substitution of a system in which 
" the Church" anù "the priest" are thrust almost into the 
place of God anù Christ, for the everlasting gospel, will 
c2 
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bc permitteù to have hut a vcry precarious and t(,l11- 
porary holù upon the minùs of men. Of this at least we 
are assured, that it is the duty of all who are interested in 
the real welfare of mankind to lay open the anti-christian 
nature and tendencies of such a system. Glad therefore 
as we shoulù have been in being engaged in urging the 
just claims of antiquity and our Church to the deferential 
respect of mankinù, and pointing out the evils and the 
guilt conneeteù with that wild and lawlcss sl>irit of indc- 
penùence of constituted authorities now so prevalent, anll 
painful as it is to JJave to point out the blemishes rathe 
than the excellencies of the Church, and to appear in any 
ùegree as the apologist of irregularities against which 011 
other occasions ,ve shoalù feel it a duty to protest, the un- 
founded claims to spiritual dominion set up by the Trac- 
tators on behalf of the clergy, make it more than eqnally 
a duty to guarù men against such fatal errors. The clergy 
were appointeù, not to be either individually or collec- 
tively, as 1\lr. Newman would ha,Te them, "the sovereign 
lord of conscience," but witnesses for the truth, not lord
 
over God's heritage, but examples to the flock, not to be 
mediators between God anù men, but to point men to the 
one 1\Iediator Christ Jesus. 
Tbe ROlllanists and the Tractators both tell us tlJat the 
divisions among Protestants are all owing to the free l1S(' 
of the Bible as the sole authoritative rule of faith. Not 
to stop to retort tbe charge of internal divisions, or to say 
that unity obtained by impositions upon the credulity of 
mankind is as little to he boasteù of as the peace that 
exists among the ashcs of the dead, let me ask those who 
for so many centuries kept the Bible as a sealed book 
frolD the hands of the people, seriously to put it to thcir 
OWI1 consciences, how far the blame rests upon their own 
heaùs. 'V ould it be any matter for surprise if youths 
long ùebarred fi'orn their just rights should, upon finding 
themselves fi.ee agents, run into extremes, anù not fine} 
the middle path until age and experience had enaLlcl} 
thCllI to take a calm aud dispassionate view of thillgs? 
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'Vhy, thcn, shoulll we feel surpri
etl that the Church, 
upon her emancipation from the Papal yoke, should for a 
long time suffer from the excesses into which the re- 
storation of her liberty has ensnared some of her mem- 
bel's? Such divisions, indeed, are now likely to exist more 
01' less to the end. And would that the evils caused by such 
divisions might lead those who are aiding in their per- 
petuation, to serious reflection upon the necessary COl1se- 
(luences of their vagaries, and to a remembrance of the 
words of our Divine :r,Iaster, that a house divided against 
itself falleth! But let the blame be shared by those whose 
conduct has tended, more than anything el:5e, to produce 
such a result. The unchristian usurpations (Jf Popery have 
done more than any other cause that can be named to 
llestroy the unity of the Church, and subvert the moral 
influence of the clergy OVCl. the minds of men. Nor let it 
ever be forgotten by the Romanists, when complaining of 
the divideù state of the Protestant body, that they have 
themselves, by the imposition of unchristian terms of 
communion, rendered themselves the most schismatical 
portion of all Christendom. 'Vhen men are cast out 
of the Church by a Diotrephes, the branù of schism 
rests not upon the excommunicated, but the excommu- 
nicator. 
For presenting to the public the following work, an 
apology can hardly, J suppose, be needed. It was im- 
possible to see the deadly leaven of Popery insinuating 
it-;clf into the very vitals of our Church, and that too 
under the venerable names of those whose lives were 
spent in purging it out of her, or preserving her from 
rc-infcctioll, withont feeling that any warning (from what- 
c'..er quarter it might proceed) could not be mistimed; 
that any effort, however it might fall short of doing full 
justice to the subject, could not be misplaced. I trust I 
!-'hal1 not be misunderstoOfl by tIle amiable authors of the 
works upon which I have here ventured to animadvert, 
w hell I say that it appeared to me to be-certainly it is 
c(luivalclJt ill it::; l'jfects to-trcason in t.he camp. They 
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have surrcndered to nome the principles upon which that 
vast system of religious fraud and imposition is built, amI 
while they give themselvcs out to bc the opponents, 
TIay the best opponents, of Romanism, though limiting- 
their opposition to a few of her most crying sins and 
practical abuses, they arc in fact paving thc way for 
lIeI' by upholding those ji1'st principles of Popery, npon 
,,,hich her dominion over the minds of men principally 
rc
ts. 
In the prosecution of the work, I havë spared neither 
time nor labour in endeavouring to place before thc 
rcader the facts and arguments upon which his conclu- 
sions ought to rest, and further, to put him in possession 
of the views of the best and most able and pious writers 
npon the subjcct, both of the primitive Church and of our 
own. That more might have been done in this respect I 
freely own. But it was not composed in the calm quie- 
tude of the College, with every literary aid at hand, but 
(l may say it empltatically) amidst the cares and trials of 
active life. For the proper execution moreover of such a 
work many things are required; facilities of which the 
great body of the parochial clergy are destitute. Those who 
know what opportunities such have of supplying them- 
selves with the original sources of information, will under- 
stand the difficulties to be encountered in the perform- 
ance of such a task. I trust, however, that the work will 
be found, upon the whole, to contain a fair and correct 
represcntation of the facts upon which the question rests, 
anù of the sentimcnts of those referred to; and that if 
there are some slighter inaccuracies, they are such a
 will 
not be found to affect the main argument of the work,-a 
circumstance which dIOse who are in sem"cll of trutlt will 
appreciate, when ùrawing their conclusions upon thc 
points at issue. 
And here I would, once for all, acknowledge my obli- 
gations to those who have laboured in the same field 
IJcforc mc, for lllany referenccs to the Fathers, of which I 
Im\ e freely 
l\ ailed 1lJ) :;clf, \\ hCll I have fouuù thcm, OB 
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vicwing thcm in their context, to afford good proof of that 
for which they are cited. The authorities our earlier 
lli\'ines have adduced in their works against the Roman- 
ists have no doubt enabled me to push my researches 
much beyond what my own unassisted labours would have 
enabled me to do. I may be permitted to say, however, 
that I have endeavoured to explore the ground again 
with more attention to the original sources of information 
than has usually been paid to them here of late years, 
and trust that by so doing I have been enabled to add 
somewhat to what has been done by previous labourers in 
the same field. 
Of the replies already published to the writings of the 
Tractators, I have abstained almost wbolly from the 
})erusal; the principal of them, indeed, I have not seen; 
any similarity, therefore, of views or statements is wholly 
accidental. 
I appear before the public as the advocate of no parti- 
cular party or system, but that of the Church of England 
itself. As far as human infirmity (to the effects of which 
no man ought to shut his eycs) may permit the remark to 
he made, truth has been my only object, and I have fol- 
lowed where it appeared to lead me. And but for the 
cstablishment of great and important truths, I trust 1 
shall never be found upon the field of controversy. It is 
one which nothing but a sense of duty should ever induce 
me to enter. 
In conclusion, I would express my sincere hope that 
there is nothing in the tone, or spirit, or language of 
the following work, of which my opponcnts can justly 
complain. If there is, I most sincerely regret it. On 

uch important points as are there discussed, one cannot 
but feel warmly, and he who feels warmly is apt to ex- 
pre
s himself warmly. I lUust beg pardon, however, for 
saying, that there are some circumstances in the present 
controversy which appear to mc to justify, aud indeed to 
rC(luirc, strollg language. There are lllany points in the 
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system itself of our opponents, which it is impossible too 
strongly to denounce and reprobate. Tbe means also by 
which that system has been enforced and recommended, 
are such as to require grave reprehension. Our oppo- 
nents appear to me like men who, thinking that a great 
change is neeùed in the views and practices of their 
Church, endeavour, by eXplaining away its formularie:;, 
and bringing forward a few isolated passages from the 
works of some of its great divines, to persuade people that 
it is no change at all; for while they admit and bewail the 
fact, that their system has been now here and at no time 
put in practice in our Church, they persist in calling it the 
Anglican system. They must not then be surprised if 
this (howe\Ter well intentioned) is not considered plain 
and fair dea1ing. N or can I help adding, that the anony- 
mous publications of the party more particularly are, 
many of them, characterized by a self-complacent spirit, 
and scornful tone towards their opponents, such as inti- 
mate, more plainly than words could do, that the only 
possible reason for men not holding the views of the 
Tractators must be sheer ignorance; a spirit and tone 
which, I will venture to say, the degree of learning and 
research shown in those productions renders worse than 
ridiculous. These are circumstances that would well jus- 
tify strong language. 'Ve are fdr fl.om disputing the 
piety or the learning of the Tractators, but (let us not 
conceal from oursel ves the fact) neither can we dispute 
the picty or learning of many others who have at various 
times misled portions of the Ch urch. Such reconuuenda- 
tiuns, ,then, are wholly insufficient as proofs uf the truth 
uf their ductrines. These evidences are to be found with 
many ùifferent parties. The question, therefore, must be 
lletcrlllilled by an illl partial in vestigation, in which all pre- 
judices derived fJ.Olll such sources lUust be laid aside. To 
euable the remler to conduct such au inquiry, is the oùject 
uf tile f()Hun iug \\ urk j and thankful indeed :shall I he, if 
it 
hall knd tu bring vad\. iutu the old path:s of our 
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Church any who have been misled, or preserve any who 
are in danger of being misled, by the specious arguments 
and plausible statements of the Tractators. I commend 
it humbly to His blessing who alone can make it instru. 
mental to the good of IIis Church. 


'VILLIAl\I GOODE. 


Loudon, 
.L' ol'eJltber 20, 18-11. 


P. S.-A sudden and severe domestic afHiction occnl'- 
riug since the above was writteu, amI "hile these sheets 
were passing through the press, must be my apology for 
a short delay in the appearance of this work beYOlHl the 
time fol' which it was announced. 
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CHAPTER 1. 


INTRODUCTORY REl\IARKS. 


THE worù of God, however conveyed to us, binds tIJe 
conscience to the reception of whatever it may deliver. 
Every statement that has competent evidence of its divine 
origin, written or unwritten, demands our faith and obe- 
dience. There is no room in such a case for ùoubt or 
mqmry. All that we have to consider is, 'Vhat is de- 
livered? and what is delivered is to be received upon 
the affirmation of its Divine Author. 
It is evident, then, that in the case of a revelation that 
includes much that is mysterious and beyonù the power 
of man fully to comprehend, this implicit belief in thp 
doctrines it reveals, involves a complete surrender of the 
mind to the truth so delivered, such a surrender as is duC' 
only to divine revelation, and not to be given to anything 
that COIDéS under that name without sufficient evidence 
of its divine origin. The higher the authority conceded 
to divine revelation, so much the more does all that comes 
to us under such a designation demand our investigation 
R" to the evidence for its divine origin. The more com- 
pletely we are left to lean upon the intrinsic value of the 
divine testimony as the alone ground of our belief, from 
the mysteriousness of the truths revealed, the mOJ'e are we 
}Jounù to sift the evidence for its being a dil,ine testi- 
mony. 
}
O)" in snch matters we are very easily misled. In the 
YOLo T. R 
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doctrines of religion we have no internal monitor n ble to 
discern truth from error. And hence he who is willing 
to receive as divine that "hich comes to him under such 
a name, but with insufficient evidence of its divine origin, 
is at the mercy of every impostor or enthusiast he may 
meet with. 
l\Ioreover, if God has given us a revelation, and re- 
quires of us as individuals a reception of the truths and 
precepts he has revealed for our everlasting salvation, then 
tloes it especially concern us as indiriduals to look to the 
evidences of that which comes to us with the profession 
of being his word, that we may separate the wheat frolll 
the chaff, and not be misled in matters affecting our 
eternnl interests. This, I say, it becomes us to do as in- 
dividuals, because we are to be judged by God individually; 
and if we have possessed the opportunities of knowledge, 
it will be no plea in bar of judgment that the church or 
body to which we belonged tang'ht us error, for even death 
may be awarded us under such circumstnnces, though our 
blood be required of those who have misled us. (See 
Ezekiel iii. 18, 20. &c.) 
This our responsibility to God as individuals, it is most 
important for us to keep in view, because it shows us the 
indispensable necessity of ascertaining, to the satisfaction 
of our own minds, that it is divine testimony upon which 
we are relying in support of what we hold as the doc- 
trines of Christianity. Then only are we safe, for if our 
reliance is placed upon anything else, we immediately 
lay ourselves open to error. He who embraces e,en a 
true doctrine on insufficient grounds, exposes himself to 
the admission of false doctrine on similar grounds. And 
it is more easy and pleasant to build on a false foundation 
than the true one, for the former has no certain limits, which 
the latter hns. The whole superstructure of Romanism l 
has been erected on a few false principles admitted ns the 


I I use the words Romanism and Romanist, Poper;y and Papist, without any 
"ish to speak offensively to those 80 designated, and see no reason why tlle,}' 
who IJTactically identify the ChurcJl of Rome with the Catholic Church, allli 
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foundation. And belief foun<1ed upon a false foundation or 
insufficient grounds is generally but weak and wavering; 
and if it be shaken, true and false doctrines fall together. 
Hence it is of essential moment to us to ascertain what 
we possess that can be called divine revelation on the 
subject of religion, for to it, whatever it may be, our rule 
of faitlt must be limited. 
\Ye here take the phrase, "Rule of faith," it will be 
observed, as referring only to " the faith once delivered to 
the saints," the truths of Christianity, the Christian re- 
ligion, which is its usual meaning in theology. Other 
matters may be objects of faith, as-to cite the most 
important example-that the Scriptures are the word of 
God; but these do not enter into" the faith." Anù I make 
the remark here, in order to put the reader upon his 
guard against the cavil that the Scripture is not the com- 
plete rule of fait.h, because it does not testify of itself as a 
whole that it is the word of God; whereas this is a matter 
totally distinct from that which we are considering, viz. 
whether" the faith," the Christian religion, is not fully 
cuntained in the Scripture, and that the Scripture is our 
only divine informant respecting it. 
The rule of faith, then, may be briefly described as that 
which God has delivered respecting religion; and if 
we inquire as to the extent and limits of that rule to us, we 
have simply to determine the extent and limits of dmt 
which we have sufficient grounds for believing to be 
divine revelation on the subject. For the doctrines of re- 
ligion, excepting those n hich are made manifest by the 
works of God, can be known only by divine revelation: 
none but God has a right to be heard in this matter. 
Faith in them, therefore, must have what it believes to be 
testimony that has a divine source and authority as a 
foundation to rest upon. They are 110t matters that are 
to be prove<1 by argument, but to be received from Go<1. 
Faith in a mathematical truth may be produced by argu- 


make the Pope Chri
t's Vicar, SllOUld he offended at such terms. I use them 
merel
' for the sake of hre\ity. 
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ment, and rests ultimately upon certain self-evident truths. 
Faith in the inspiration, &c. of Scripture may rest upon 
grounds which derive their force from approving themselves 
to human reason. Faith in the doctrines of Christianity 
rests upon the word of God. The Christian religion is a 
revelation from God. Faith (as connected with our pre- 
sent subject) is a belief in that revelation, and a belief in 
it on the authority of IIim who has revealed it. And 
t.herefore the sole object of faith is that which is revealed 
to us, be it more or less; and any abstract inquiry as to 
what must be the necessary extent of such revelation 
is both out of place and irreverent, for all we have to do 
is thankfully to accept what God has given us. 
OUR rule of faith, therefore, is the whole of that tes- 
timony we possess respecting religion which we can prove 
to have a divine source and authority. By that testimony 
our faith is to be di'rected and measured; and therefore 
it is properly called our rule of faith. 
I need hardly add, that the same testimony, being our 
only divine testimony, must be our only divine rule of p'rac- 
tice in our religious duties, though it must be observed that 
in the two cases there is this difference, that while all the 
doctrines of religion must have express divine testimony to 
rest upon, so that the rule of faith is strictly limited to that 
which has such testimony, inasmuch as no human witness 
on such a point is a sufficient foundation for faith, there 
may, nevert.heless, be religious duties prescribed by human 
authority under that power which God has given to the 
church in his word for the decent ordering of his 
ervice. 
Such at least is the doctrine of our church, and in this 
she differs from most of the sects who have departed from 
her communion; which does not, however, prevent her 
from admitting, that those only are intrinsically necessary 
that are prescribed by the divine rule itself. And in the 
exercise of this power our church wisely retains many of 
those rites and usages .which ecclesiastical tradition has 
handed down to us as having been very generally ob- 
o;;erved in the church in primitive times, thinking, as 
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Huuker saY5, when speaking' of those" traditions" which 
our church receives, " that traditions ecclesiastical are not 
rudely and in gross to be shaken off, because the inventors 
of them were men." 1 
In matters of faitlt, therefore, the di vine rule is our sole 
authoritati\'e rule; in matters of practice there lllay be 
added to those which are prescribed by the divine rule, by 
the authority which Christ has left \\ ith his church for 
the direction of its rites and services, such as are necessary 
to the maintenance of peacp. and order. 
l\Ioreover, belief as to the divine origin of any testimony 
claiming to be received as a divine revelation must be 
grounded upon evidence satisfactory to our reason. For 
f
tÎth, ifit be" orth the name, must have sufficient ground to 
rest upon. And therefore, as faith in the truths delivered 
by what is acknowledged to be divine revelation has the best 
of all possihle grounds to rest upon, even in tbose that 
are above human reason, viz. the Divine 'V ord, so be- 
lief that Scripture h, a divine revelation has ample evi- 
dence to rest upon, such as cOIllmends itself to human 
reason, and leaves him inexcusable who does not receive 
it in that character. 
This, then, is our present subject. 'Ve are inquiring 
w here the divine, or divinely revealed, rule of faith and 
practice is to be found, and what are the extent and limits 
of that rule; that is, in fact, what are the extent and limits 
of that which we have sufficient ground for considering 
to be divine revelation? 
III the future consideration of the subject we shall 
direct our attention more particularly to that part of it 
which concerns the rule of faith, that not only being the 
must important, but in fact to a considerable extent 
including the other in its determination, for in both 
cases the sole question to be determined is, what certain 
depository or infallihle teacher of divine revelation we 
possess; adding, in the course of the inquiry, whatever 
may seem requisite on the lattcr point. 
I Bcd. rot hook v. c. 6.3. 
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It is admitted on all hands, by all who bear the 
Christian name, that the first and great revelation of the 
doctrines of Christianity was made by our Lord and his 
apostles, and that what they delivered on the subject of 
religion is to be received as a divine revelation. 
I will venture to add, that it has been the general belief 
of the best and purest part of the church in all ages, that 
our Lord and his apostles could alone be looked upon as 
the certain and publicly accredited organs through which 
any divine reyelation has been received by us on the 
subject. There are no doubt dissentients to this doc- 
trine. There have been in the church, at various times, 
enthusiasts, who have pretended to have received addi- 
tional revelations of divine truth. There are those who 
consider that the decrees of certain councils of the church, 
at 'which a great number of bishops have been present, 
are to be received as beyond doubt the determinations of 
the Holy Spirit, binding the conscience of every man to 
belief as an immediate divine testimony. But these are 
notions with which on the present occasion we need not 
concern ourselves. Our task lies with those who embrace 
the notion that, with the exception of course of the Old 
Testament, all doctrines claiming our belief must be 
traceable to our Lord and his apostles. 
This is held to be the case by most of the Romanists 
themselves. Thus the Jesuit Fisher, in his answer to 
'Yhite, says-" The church, even to the 'world's end, must 
be founded on the apostles, and believe nothing as matter 
of faith besides that which was delivered of them." (Re- 
joinder to ,\Yhite, p. 51.) And the same is stated in the 
strongest terms by Holden.* 
'Ve have, then, to determine the limits of the divine re- 
velation we can ascertain to have come down to ns from 
them. 
Here, again, it is generally admitted that the most 
sacred record of this revelation is to be found in the IIoly 
Scriptures. 


1 ni\'. tide Anal,p:;. lib. i. e. a, keto iii. g :!, p. !)j. Pari::;, 1 ïliï. 
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But it cannot be denied that when the apostles '\\-ere 
delivering to men that divine revelation with which they 
were charged, they delivered it by word of mouth as well 
as in the writings that have come down to us, and that 
they first delivered it orally, and afterwards penned the 
writings they have left us. The question, then, for our 
determination is this, 'Yhether we have any record or wit- 
ness of their oral teaching, such as can be received by us 
as a divine revelation supplementary to, and interpreta- 
tive of, the writings they have left us. 
This is, in few words, the question we are now about 
to discuss. 
A small party has lately arisen in the Church of Eng- 
land who have, with the Romanists, asserted the affirma- 
tive of this question, and maintain that we have, in the 
works of those who came after the apostles, a certain 
record in many points of the substance of their oral 
teaching, and that such is the doctrine of the primitive 
l....athers, and of the Church of England. 'Ve maintain 
the negative, and maintain our view to be that of most, 
to say the least, of the primitive Fathers, and of the Church 
of England to which we belong, and which we venerate 
and revere as the apostolical church of this country. This, 
I say, is the main question we have to discuss here, 
though, as will readily be conceived. there are other im- 
portant questions connected with it, and arising out of 
it, which necessarily enter into the discussion. 
This supposed supplementary record of inspired teach- 
ing is called by the somewhat loose and indefinite name 
of tradition, or sometimes apostoli('al tradition, a name 
which is very calculated to mislead the uninitia.ted reader, 
who is ready to suppose that he who refuses to receive 
" apostolical tradition" must be wanting in the respect due 
to the.apostles. Nay, the charge is made by those from 
whom one might least have expected it. \Ye shall there- 
fore make a few remarks upon the word tradition before 
we proceed further, in order to show the diverse and 
arbitrary 
enses ill w hieh it' is used by theologians, and 
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remove, if possible, the difficulties thus created in the 
way of the general reader. 
This word literally means only a delivery 
 or thing de- 
Jivered, from one person to another, and that in any way; 
so that it is equally applicable to what is delivered in 
writing as to that which is delivered orally, as Bellarmine 
himself states.! amI so it is used in the Scripture; 2 and 
also by the Fathers. 3 
But at other times it is useJ by the Fathers;t. as well as 
modern writers, to signify that which was delivered orally, 
in contradistinction to what was delivered by writing. 
It has also been used to signify a report that has passed 
through several hands from one to another of that which 
was delivered orally by its first author; 5 and
his is the 
sense-a sort of arbitrary technical sense-in which it is 
used by our opponents, and is indeed in common use, to 


I Nomen traditionis generale est, et significat omnem doctrinam sive scrip- 
tam sive non scriptam quæ ab uno communicatur alteri. BELLARM. De verb. 
Dei. lib. iv. c. 
. 
2" Hold the traditions ('TUS 7rapuTiouEts) which ye have been taught, whether 
by word, or our epistle." 2 Thess. ii. 15. 
3 Thus Gregory N yssen uses the words, ,. the evangelical and apostolical 
traditions," (EVCX')'"}'EÀtKatS 'TE Kal U.7r0CT70ÀtKatS 7rapaTiouEut,) to express the books 
of the New Testament. De Virgo c. xi. ed.IG15, tom.ii. p. 0'-'79. So Tertul- 
lian, after referring to various passages of the New Testament which l\Iarcion 
wished to expunge, &'tys, "Believe what is delivered (tradited)." Crede quod 
traditum est. De carne Christi, c. ii. ed. J 664. p. 308; and so elsewhere he 
!lays, " An et traditio nisi sC1'ipta non debeat recipi." (De. Cor. c. iii. ib. p. 101 ). 
So Hippolytus the l\Iartyr, after having quoted various passages from the 
New Testament, and pointed them out as amply sufficient to teach the truth 
he was inculcating, says, ., Let us therefore, my dear brethren, helic,e accord- 
ing to the tradition of the apostles, (Ka'Ta 'T7]V 7rapaòoutJI 'TWV A7rou'ToÀwv):' 
Contr. Noet. g. 17. ed. Fabr. vol. ii. p. 18. l\Iany others might be adùeù ; 
but we shall have occasion to refer to this point again. 
4 Twv EI> 'T7] EKKÀ7Ju.a 7rEcþvÀa"}'fJ.EvCNv Tio"}'fJ.a'TWV Kat K7JpV"}'fJ.a'TWV, 'Ta fJ.E/I EK 'Tl/S 

"}'"}'pacþov TitTia!TKw..tas EXOfJ.EV, 'Ta TiE EK 'T7JS 'TWV A7rou'ToÀwv 7rUpaTiouEws TitaTio6E/I'Ta 
7}fJ.IV EV fJ.
CT77]pIW 7rapETiE
afJ.E6a. BASIL. 1\1. De Spiro S. c. 27. ed. Bened. vol. 
iii. p. 54. 
Ta fJ.EV EV "}'pa!þats, 'Ta TiE Ell 7rapaTioUEt 7rapETiwKa/l oi å"}'tOt A7rOU'ToÀOt. EI'IPlI.\:\". 
Adv. hær. in hær. 61. ed. Petav. vol. i. p. :-'11. 
5 It SCems to be used in this sense by Ircnæus, when he says, .. Evenit 
Ìtotli ue , ncquc 
cl"jpturis jam neql1e traditioni consentire eos." Adv. hær. lib. 
iii. c. 
. p. :!OU. ed. GHlh. 
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signify a report coming to us through the Fathers of 
what was delivered orally by the apostles. 
It is also often used to signify that which was .fi1'st de- 
livered by the early church, and do.es not trace its origin 
to the apostles, that is, in ritual matters, sometimes alone 
and sometimes with the word "ecclesiastical" attached tu 
it; and hence the term " apostolical tradition" has been 
used to distinguish that which claimed an apostolical 
origin from that which professed to originate with others; 
but the distinction is not usually observed, for this" apos- 
tolical tradition" has been called, and more correctly, 
both by antient and modern authors, ecclesiastical or 
patristical tradition, as we shall show presently; and, 
indeed, the phrase " apostolical tradition" is seldom used 
Ly the antients in the technical sense of the word" tradi- 
tion " just mentioned, but generally to signify tlle aposto- 
lical epistles. 
It has also been used by modern writers to signify tlte 
mode of conveyance by which a doctrine or rite so made 
known to us has been brought down. 1 
This variety of signification necEssarily creates much 
confusion, and occasions many difficulties to the general 
reader, and has enabled the Uomanists and our opponents 
to avail themselves of many passages of the Fathers, as if 
they were favourable to their views, which in fact are Hut 
so, but the contrary. 
'Vhen modern writers, however, speak of " traditio/t " 
in reference to doctrine, it is usually meant to refer tu tlwl 
whiclt ]JUl]Jorts or is claimed to be tlte substance of tlte oral 
leaclÛlIg of tlte apostles conveyed to us tllJ"ollglt tltose wlw 
came afte1' them. The worJ, when useù in refercnce tu 
doctrine, is limited to the teaching of the apostles, because 
it is generall!J agreed, that it is frOUl them only that the 
doctrines of Christianity can be received. Hut when ap- 


I The Greeks generally used the word litalioX7], to denote the mode of COIt- 
Vf'YWtce in such a cru>e, and 7rapalioO'u only t(u' the thing delivered, as in th
 
following pasliage uf I<:i'iphaniu
, T1]S A7rOITTOAtle7]S 7rapa801TECI!S 7]V Ele 8t<<80)(7]5 
leal 'hp.ftS 7rapEtA7]!þap.Ev. .\d\'. H,l'1'. in ha
:'. ;33. cd. l'etav. vul. i. p. :!
:!. 
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plied to rites and cpremonies, it is often taken (as we have 
just intimated) to include the patristical report of the ordi- 
nances of the primitive church, as it appears to be in our 
3-1th Article, '\V here it is said, that" it is not necessary that 
traditions and ceremonies be in all places one and utterly 
like," &c. where the whole Article evidently shows tbat 
the word is lIsed to signify chiefly, ifnot solely, ecclesias- 
tical rites derived from antient ecclesiastical sanction. 
The next question, then, to be considered is how this oral 
apostolical tradition is supposed to be ascertainable. Our 
opponents refer us to the consen tient teaching of the Fathers, 
or what they call the catltolic consent of tlte early clw'J'clt, 
so that in fact,st'rictly speaking, what they call" tradition," 
"apostolical tradition," is patristical tradition, or at 
best tlte patristical report of oral apostolical tradition. 
Such testimony they think could not exist in favour of 
a doctrine or interpretation, unless that doctrine or in- 
terpretation had been delivered by the apostles, whether 
or not it be directly attributed to the oral teaching of the 
apostles by those who deliver it. And thus "tradition," 
"apostolical tradition," and "catholic consent," are with 
them p'racticaZZy convertible terms. Such at least is the 
ground upon which they generally argue, though, as we 
shall show hereafter, they are sometimes forced into con- 
cessions not quite consistent with this view. 
In this agree with them (as we shan see hereafter) the 
principal divines of the Church of Rome, though there 
have, no douùt, ùeen some in that church who have held 
it to be in pusses:sion of a body of apostolical teaching, 
some of which may never have been written, communi- 
cated orally by its pastors from one to another through 
successive ages, so as notto ùetied down to what the Fathers 
have delivered, and which its priests deliver to the 
people in every age as filr as they lllay see fit; but tIle 
former is the ground taken by the more learned divined 
of that church, who always refer us to the Fathers for 
proof of what they pretend to derive froUl the oral teach- 
ing of the apo:stles. 
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It would therefore, as it appears to me, obviate much 
confusion in treating this subject, if the word tradition was 
used in its proper meaning, anù an epithet affixed to it 
denoting the acknO'lcledged author. And thus, when we 
spoke of Apostolical tradition, Patristical tradition, Popish 
tradition, &c., 'We should understand by each, that which 
we all acknowledged to have been delivered by the 
Apostles, the Fathers, the Romanists, &c. And so the 
Fathers often, perhaps generally, used the term; for not 
only did they use the phrase, " the tradition of the apos- 
tles," or " apostolical tradition," to denote Scripture, but 
also " the tradition of the Fathers," or " patristical tradi- 
tion," to denote that which is now called apostolical tra- 
dition. J 
Strictly speaking, indeed, that only is any man's tradi- 
tion to us, which he himself has delivered to us, either by 
writing or orally; and therefore, in the case of those whu 
lived at a remote period, their tradition to us can only be 
their written tradition,and we can receive the oral tradition 
of those only with whom we can personally communicate; 
for it is not pretended that oral communications can be 
handed down verbally, and consequently it is at most 
only the substance of what was delivered that is re- 
delivered, and therefore not precisely the tradition of the 
first author, and this, in abstruse doctrinal points, lllay 
make all the difference. 
The oral tradition of the apostles, therefore, strictly 
spealâng, was enjoyed by those only to whom it was 
actually delivered by the apostles. JVe can only have the 
report of that tradition made by others. And to call that 
report by a name that strictly belongs only to Scripture,- 
apostolical t'radition,.-nece
sarily creates confusion; for ill 


I Thus Basil speaks of "the accurate ohsenance of the patristical tradi- 
tions," (7] aKplß7JS T7]p7JO"IS TWJl7raTpIICWJI 7rapu.fioO"EWJI). Ep. 243. 
 2. ed. Bened. 
vol. iii. p. 373. And after delivering the doctrine relating to our Lord's 
human nature, he says, "These are the mysteries of the Church, these the 
traditions of the Father:s," (aVra
 TWJI 7raTEpWJI ai 7rapafioO"EIS). Ep. 261. 
 
t 
ih. p. 403. And elsewhere, (if at lcaðt the paiS
age is gelluine,) De 81'. 8. c. 
:m. 
 7!J. Ed. Ben. tom. iii. p. li7. 
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the one case it applies to the acknowledged words of'the 
apostles, and in the other only to the report made Ly 
others of their sub
tance, and moreover assumes what is 
questioned, viz. that that report is indubitably correct. 
This confusion is no doubt extremely useful to the Ro- 
manists and our opponents, because it throws a cloud over 
their statements, which often enables them to escape with 
impunity under its cover, when the light of clearer phra- 
seology would have exposed them to much inconvenience. 
But, as our object is to clear this whole matter to the 
reader, we shall not make use of terms that assume tlte 
very point in question. 
A more accurate statement of the views of our oppo- 
nents, then, would be this, - that patristical tradition 
(which, to us, is, what the Fathers have delivered in their 
writings,) is under certain circumstances an indubitaLly 
l'orrect representation of the oral tradition of the apostle::; 
to their first followers. 
Being borne out, therefore, by the Scripture and many 
passages of the Fathers, I shall, to avoid ambiguity, use 
the word tTadition in it::; strict amI proper sense, and not 
the technical sense that has often been affixed to it; for 
nothing tends so much to perspicuity as the use of words 
in their natural and proper significations; and I shall 
therefore call the testimony to which our opponents 
apveal, hy its proper name of patristical or ecclesiastical 
tradition; not understanding by those phrases a tradi- 
tion of all the Fathers or tlte u::lwle church, (of which we 
can have no el'idence O'1 T proof, and therefore have no right 
to talk abuut,) but a tradition of certain Fathers or a 
certain pOTtion, greater or less, of the church. 
There are two remarks also, which I would offer to the 
reader, upon the common use of this term, by way of 
caution. 
The first is, that he must be verv careful when estimat- 
ing the value of the testimonies adduced by our opponents 
in f
tvollr of their views frum antient authors, tu ascertain 
wJmt those author
 1Jleé:lut lJY the " tradition" of which 
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they are speaking; for the word is continually used by 
them, as "e have already intimated, in reference to the 
Scriptures of the apostles,-a fact which the Romanists 
anù our opponents seem to be very little acquainte(l 
with, or at least put out of sight. 
Thus we frequently meet in the Fathers, as in the 
instance referred toabove, with the phrase" the Evangelical 
tradition," meaning that which has been delivered Ly the 
Evangelists in the Gospels,-a want of acquaintance with 
which fact has caused one of our opponents to make the 
mistake of applying a passage from Athanasius in a sen
e 
precisely contrary to its true meaning, (as we shall point ont 
hereafter,)-and "the Apostolical tradition," meaning that 
which has been delivered in one of the Apostolical 
epistles. 
The second is, ever to remember that when the terms 
., tradition," " apostolical tradition," are used by our op- 
ponents, that which is so spoken of is traceaLle by us only 
to the 'report of the oral teaching of the apostles, given by 
othfrs, and which, at tlte best, rests upon the evidence to be 
found in certain wl'iting
 of the Fathers that happen to rp- 
main to us, and moreover is delivered, for t.he most part to 
say the least, without any claim to its being deri\Ted from 
the oral teaching of the apo
tles. This is a fact so obvions, 
that it would be hardly necessary to notice it, but for the 
circumstance that our opponents continually reason as if 
it was denied that the oral teaching of thc apostles was of 
equal authority with thcir writings, and tell us that it is 
" apostolical tradition" only to which they defer; when, 
in fact, as to the authority of the oral teaching of the 
apostles, and the deference due to apostúlical tradition, 
that is, what the apostles really delivered, all are agreed; 
and the sole que:;tion is, whether we have anything be- 
sitles the Scriptures for which the title ofapostolical tradi- 
tion can be justly claimeù in any proper sense of the words. 
'Ve are all agreed that apo:::;tolical tradition, that is, 
what the apostles delivered respecting the doctrines of 
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Christianity, is a fit and proper foundation for our faith. 
Indeed, there can hardly be any division of sentiment 
upon such a subject in the Christian world. All are 
ready to receive with reverence whatever the apostles 
delivered. But the question is, where that apostolical 
tradition is to be found. 'Ve say that the only record of 
it upon which we can fully depend is the Scripture. Our 
opponents contend that in the writings that remain to us 
of the early church there is to be found another record of 
it upon which we can also fully depend. The very ques- 
tion at issue, then, is, whether any patristical testimony 
to be found in these writings can be considered as an 
autlw'J'itative record of the oral teaching of the apostle
. 
To represent it, therefore, as being, in the strict sense of 
the terms, apo.<;tolical tradition, and represent us as un- 
willing to receive the oral teaching of the apostles, is to 
take an unfair advantage of the reader, to assume the very 
point in question. It is a report of it delivered by men 
uninspired, and liable to error and mistake in transmitting 
the doctrines of the oral teaching which they heard. The 
Holy Scriptures may justly be called apostolical tradition. 
But as to the oral tradition or teaching of the apostles, 
it is evident that, however infallible it may be in itself, 
we can only have a fallible report of it through fallible 
men, and that, in fact, the report we do possess of it is very 
imperfect, and on many accounts open to just suspicion. 
And hence it is clear, that when any who lived long after 
the apostles are said to be taught anything- or to judge of 
anything by apostolical tradition, the lJhrase " apostolical 
tradition" either must mean the Scriptures which the 
apostles have left, or is applied in a limited sense; for if 
it is applied to anything but IIoly Scripture, it refers to 
the patristical report of apostolical teachiug; and the 
reader who keeps this in view will at once see the ground 
on which he stands, that it is the ground of human and 
not divine authority. 
And ifthis i.., observed, the phrase" apostolical tradition" 
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may he used without danger, as describing the aut/LOr to 
whom what is delivered is attributed, to distinguish it from 
ecclesiasticalorpatristical tradition, wherp. no higher author 
of the doctrine delivered is claimed than the church or 
the Fathers, and thus in fact the phrase is often used; but 
any argument derived from this use of tbe name, as if tbe 
apostolicity of the doctrine was thereby necessarily con- 
ceded by those who use this phrase, is manifestly absurd. 
To avoid mistake, however, we shall adhere to the phrase 
pat'J"istical tradition. 
Though our opponents, therefore, intimate their claim to 
the high-sounding title of " the Apostolicals," we cannot 
but think that it seems more justJy to belong to those 
who are satisfied with the undoubted remains of the 
apostles, than to those who wish to add to them from the 
writings of the Fathers, who (as we all profess to follow 
the apostles) might rather be callelI "the Patristicals." 
However, the name need not alarm us, when we recollect 
that it was the name assumed by one of the early heresies; 
amI one, by the way, which among other (supposed apos- 
tolical) notions was particularly severe against marriage, 
and those who lapsed after baptism. 
Another remark which I would here offer is, that we 
draw a wide distinction between the value of the testi- 
mony of tbe Fathers as to doctrines and the oral teach- 
ing of the apostles, and their testimony as to those 
matters of fact that came under their immediate cognizance. 
I t is important to keep this in view, because the value of 
human testimony is very different in one of those cases 
to what it is in the other. rhe value of a man's testi- 
mony to a fact that takes place under his own eye, 0'1" to a 
matter that is tILe oliject of the senses, is very different to 
that of his report of an oral statement, especially with re- 
spect to matters of doctrine. And this is a truth so 01)- 
ViOllS and generally acklluwlellged, that the report of a 
COllllllullication from another, relating even to a matter 
of fact, would not be received in a court of justice, so con- 
scious are men of the uncertainties attending such evi- 
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dcnce. How mud) more uncertainty, then, attc>uds 
tIle reports of communications of this nature when relat- 
ing t.o such matters as the abstruse and controverted points 
of Christian doctrine! However infallible those may he 
who make the communication, the imperfection and fal- 
libility of the reporters necessarily throw a degree óf un- 
certaInty over the report, especially where it has passed 
through many hands, and where a slight misapprehension 
on the part of the hearer, or the change of a worrl, migllf 
alter the complexion of the whole. Hence the sole reason 
why we rccei\Te the apostolical accounts of our Lord's 
doctrine as entitled to our faith, is because we hold t11f' 
apo..tles to have delivered those accounts under divine 
guidance. Should we have rpceived them as entitled to our 
implicit faith had they been delivered by uninspired men? 
Hence the attempt has been made by our opponents to 
confound doctrines and facts together, and to make it 
appear that evidence which is valid with respect to the 
latter mnst be equally valid with respect to the former, by 
urging that it is a mere fact whether the apostles or the 
primitive church did or did not teach certain doctrines, 
and therefore that human testimony to such a fact is as 
valid as the same testimony to any other fact. But the 
inference is evidently most unwarranted; for it is a 
similar fact whether the Scriptures do or do not teach 
certain doctrines, but men misunderstanding the Scrip- 
tures give different accounts of this fact, "hich is an 
evident proof that their testimony in such a case is not 
wholly to be relied upon. Again, it is a fact that there is 
a Christian Episcopal Church in England, and it is a fact. 
that that church proposes certain doctrines to her mem- 
bers in the thirty-nine Articles, and the testimony of onr 
opponents to the existence of that church might be a very 
sufficient proof of such fact to those in other countries, 
while their testimony as to what doctrines were maintained 
by her might be {'onsidered a very insufficient proof. I n- 
deed this argument is altogether founded upon a misuse of 
terms, because what is meant hy a matter of fact here is 
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a matter that originally falls under the cognizance of the 
senses, as òistinguished from that which is merely an 
object of mental contemplation. 
'Ve draw, therefore, a wide distinction between the 
value of patristical testimony as to ritual matters and 
such points, and its value in certifying us as to the oral 
teaching of the apostles, or the whole primitive church; 
not to dwell here upon the fact that we have hut little 
direct testimony as to what that teaching was. Thus the 
testimony of a few reputable authors may be sufficient 
to prove the fact of the practice of infant baptism in the 
primitive church, (and we shall show hereafter the use of 
such testimony with respect to doctrines immediately con- 
nected with the rites and usages of the church,) but not 
to prove what the doctrine of the apostles or the whole 
primitive church was, as to the nature and effects of that 
:;acrament. 
l\Ioreover even as to matters of fact, we must observe 
that a distinction is to he drawn between those for which 
we have the testimony of an eye-witness, and those for 
which we have only testimony derived from the report of 
others. 'Ye shall find hereafter, that even in such points as 
the duration of our Lord's public ministry, and the period 
of life at which he suftered, statements directly opposed to 
the truth might pass under the name of apostolical tra(1i- 
tion, with the sanction of such respectable names as Irenæus 
and Clement of ....\lexandria; and therefore even as to these 
matters, w here the report comes through se""eral hands, 
we must not wholly rely upon the testimony of one or 
two authors, of whatever repute. 
It is true our opponents endeavour to make up for the 
obvious ullcertainty attendant upon :mch testimony, by 
limiting it to that which is universal or establisheò by what 
they call eat/wlie eom:ent; but, as we shall hereafter see, their 
alleged uniyersality and catholic consent are mere words 
anò not realities, for errors anò heresies existed in the 
church from the very first, and (to name no other objection) 
the testimony we h:n"e for the first few centuries is derived 
, 0 L . I. (' 
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from documents wholly insufficient to prove catholic con- 
sent. On this point, however, we shall have occasion to 
speak more at large in another place. 
Another point wl1Ïch I would request the reader to ob- 
serve i!', that when speaking of the Holy Scripture as the 
only certain depository or teacher of divine revelation, 
and the sole Rule o.f faith, we apply the words in the strict 

ense of the terms, as implying that which binds the con- 
science to the reception of whatever it may deliver, not 
as signi(ying tbat it is the only guide to the truth. 
There are Hlany useful guides to the truth besicles tlw 
Scriptures, of which the writings of the early Fathers 
form one, and an important one_ 
It is ,-ery necessary to keep this distinction in view, 
hecausethe advocates for" tradition" often catch an unwary 
reader by 
peaking as if their opponents had 110 regard, 
110 respect for the writings of the primitive church 
 
whereas they may be, and have been, held in high e!':tima- 
tion as guides in our search after the truths of religion, 
hy many who reject them as forming part of the rule of 
faith, or giving an authoritative testimony respecting the 
doctrines of Christianity. 
There has been much very extraordinary misrepreseIl- 
tation upon this point in the writings of our opponents, 
against which I would here at the outset caution the 
reader. Language has been used implying that all those 
"ho do not take their vie" s hold the l:;"athers in utter con- 
tempt, and look upon the great lights of the primitive 
church only with scorn, and they are held up to public de- 
rision under the name of " ultra-protestants." Such lan- 
guage is wholly unjustifiable, and reflects discredit only 
upon those who use it. The hasty and ignorant remarks of 
individuals who know nothing of the Fathers are not to 
be charged upon a \, hole body of men for the purpose of 
bringing their sentiments into disrepute. It may be con- 
venient in controversy to impute to your adversary ex- 
treme views, and is often an argument very effectual with 
the popular mind, which generally illelines to extremes. 
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_But it is merely throwing dust into the eyes of the reader 
to blind him to the real question. Our opponents must be 
quite aware that there are multitudes of those who differ 
from them, who have no sympathy with men who talk 
contemptuously of antiquity and the early Fathers. 
'Ve believe that our Lord has had a church upon earth 
ever since his first advent, and that we have among the 
records of antiq
ity mauy valuable works penned by his 
true followers; and that the writings and reconls of the 
primitive church may be, on various grounds and in many 
ways, useful in guiding us to a knowledge of the truth, 
and more especially in guarding us against error. Nay, 
we are reaùy to admit that a notion put forward as an 
important article of faith which finds no support in any of 
those writings, is thereby convicted of error, and thus that 
in the refutation of heresy and error those writings are 
of great value. 
'Ve hold also that the consent of lllany of the most able 
and pious ecclesiastical writers of antiquity (and what is 
called cat/tolic consent is nothing lllore than this) in favour 
of any particular view of divine truth, is an argument of 
great force in defence of t hat view, not from the impro- 
bable possibility of such consent having been derived from 
the oral teaching of the apostles, but rather from the pro- 
bable evidence afforded by such consent, (as one of them- 
selves, Theodoret, will tell us,) that they were all under the 
guidance of one and the same omniscient Spirit, whose 
teaching renders all those to whom it is vouchsafeù 
valuable guides to the church at large in all ages. "Im- 
mense mountains and seas," says Theodoret, after showing 
the identity of the testimony of beveral of the earliest 
Fathers upon certain important points, "separa1e them one 
from another, but the distance has not injured their har- 
mony. FOR they we're all taug/tt by the same spiritual 
.grace..' 1 
Further, we do not ùeny that any man wllO differs from 
t11(' true catholiC' church of Christ in fundamental points 
1 Se.c t('
timon,r of Theodoret in cll. ] O. IJelnw. 
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must be in fatal error, and tbat the faith of that church in 
such points must in all ages be the same; we do not 
deny that there lllay have been fuller communications 
made by the apostles to some of their first followers on 
some points than we find in the Scriptures they have left 
us; we do not deny the possibility that interpretations of 
Scripture brought to us through the Fathers may have 
originally emanated from the apostles; we do not deny, 
but on the contrary firmly maintain, that the true orthodox 
faith, in at least all fundamental points, is to be found in 
the writings of the primitive Fathers, and therefore that 
it is very necessary that in all such points our faith be 
such as can find support in their writing
: hut the ques- 
tion is, whether there is sufficient evillence of the divine 
origin of anything but Scripture to entitle it to authority 
over the conscience as a dh'ine re,,'elation; whether in the 
testimony of the Fathers there is to be found anything 
which, either in form or in substance, we are bound to re- 
ceive as the \V ord of God delivered to the church by the 
apostles, and consequently forming part of our divinely- 
'rez-ealed Rule of faith and duty. This is the real question, 
and this question we answer in thf' negative. 'Ve assert 
that there is no sufficient evidence of tIle divine origin of 
anything but Scripture; and that" tradition" is on many 
accounts not sufficiently trustworthy to be received as a 
divine informant. Our opponents, with the Papists, main- 
tain the affirmative, and assert that patristical testimony 
may, under certain circumstances, be taken as a "practi- 
cally infallible" representative of the oral teaching of tl1C 
apostles, and that we do in fact possess, in the patristical 
writings that have come down to us, a testimony respect- 
ing certain doctrines and interpretations of Scripture and 
other points, so inrlubitably of apostolic origin as to bind 
the conscience to the reception of it as part of the Divine 
Rule. 
There is one more observation which I would here at 
the outset offer to the reader, and that is, that our great 
concern in treating this subject will be to point out the 
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facts of tbe case, and make them the ground for our COll- 
clusions. Speculative arguments have been adduced on 
the question on both sides, which, however plausible they 
may appear to the general reader, are far from being 
trustworthy. Thus the advocates for the exclusive autho- 
rity of the Scripture have often urged that the Scrip- 
tures being given by God for the instruction of mankind 
in religion, they must be perfect for the accomplishment 
of the purpose for which they were given, and therefore 
must contain all that has been revealed for that purpose. 
But it does not follow that, ùecause the Scriptures were 
given for that purpose, they are ncces:mrily all that 
has been given. It is here assumed that the end they 
were designed to an::nver was the instruction of mankind 
in the w/wle of divine 
revelation. This our opponents 
deny, and assert that we have inspired testimony on the 
subject of religion over and above what is contained in the 
Scriptures, and that con
equently, though the Scriptures 
may be, and no doubt are, perfect for the end for whieh 
they were given, they form only a portion of God's gift 
for the direction of man in religion. So, on the other 
hand, there are those who support the yiews of our op- 
ponents, who urge the necessity of having some inspired 
or practically infallible testimony to appeal to for the in- 
terpretation of the Scriptures and the decision of con tl"O- 
versies in important points, in order to preserve peace in 
the church, and that God would not have left his church 
without such a help; which is the old Popish arg.ument 
for the supremacy of the Pope, and serves as well for tlJat 
hypothesis as the one before us, and is evidently foullded 
upon a mere human speculation as to what would be 
suitable to the Divine character and convenient to us. It 
might be very con,,'enient for us to have such a judge of 
controversies, and the most con venient of all wonld be an 
individual judge in the centre of the church to act as 
Christ's vicar; but the question is, "That are tbe facts of 
the case? It is not for us to determine what the character 
of Got! seems to W:ì to render it likely that he would gi,,'e, 
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nor what we might think convenient and desirable, uut 
what God has given us. 
And in such a matter we are bound not to surrender our 
reason to the dictum of any lllan or body of men, but with 
humility, with a mind open to conviction and bent only 
upon arriving at the truth, to investigate the evidence 
upon which a claim set up in behalf of any testimony as 
a divine informant rests. 
The great object of the following work, then, is to de- 
monstrate, in opposition to the view just stated, that there 
is nothing of which we have sufficient evidence that it 
is divine or inspired testimony but the Holy Scripture; 
and consequently that the Holy Scripture is our sole and 
exclusi,,'e Divine Rnle of tàith and practice. 
Betore, however, we proceed further, we shall in the 
next chapter show wImt are the precise views of our op- 
ponents as stated by themselves. 
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THE DOCTRINE OF DR. PU
EY, !\IR. I1.EHLE, MR. NEWl\IA
, 
AND TilE" TRACrS FOR THE TIMES," ON THE SUBJECT OF 
PATRISTICAL TRADITION, AND POINTS CON!"ECTED THERE- 
WITH, WITH S01IE GENERAL OBSERVATIONS ON THEIR 
8'1' A TEJ'I ENTS. 


THE writers to whom I alluded more particularly when 
speaking of the views that have been lately advanced aIllong 
us on the subject of "tradition," are those whose names 
are prefixed to this chapter. I am not, I believe, saying 
more than they have themselves avowed, when I state 
that, besides the works published in their own names, they 
are the principal writers and compilers of the Tracts en- 
titled, "Tracts for the Times, by l\Iembers of the {; niver- 

ity of Oxford." ::Ur. X ewman has al:o;o published amoIlg 
other \vorks, " Lectures on Romanism anù popular Pro- 
testantism," in which the doctrinal system he ad,,"ocates 
on the subject of " tradition," church authority, and the 
right of prh"ate judgment, is somewhat elaborately laid 
(lown. 1\11'. Keble has also published a Sermon OIl " Pri- 
mitive Tradition," to the third edition of which is added 
an Appendix, containing further proofs and illustrations of 
his argument, and a Catena Patrum from Divines of the 
Ellglish Church, alleged to be favourable to his vie\\s. 
The views of Dr. Pusey on thi" subject are very pithily 
lai(l down in his "Earnest Hemonstrauce to the Author 
of the Pope's Letter;' reprinted as No. 77 of the" Tracts 
f(n. the Time
." 


. 



2-1 


DOCTHINE OF TilE THACT.ATORS. 


Before I proceed further, therefore, I am desirous of 
placing distinctly before the reader the views advanced in 
these works on the subject of patristical tradition; views 
for the refutation of which this work is more especially 
intended. 
I speak with deliberation when I say, that a system so 
completely opposed to the views of the whole stream of 
onr most able English divines from the Reformation to the 
present day, as that laid down in the above works, never 
saw the light. J ncidental observations tending to Romish' 
views have no doubt been thrown out at times by va- 
rious divines of our church, particularly among the ex- 
treme section of the N onjurors, as, for instance, Brett, 
Dodwell, &c., men notoriously standing in a very incon- 
siderable minority in the church, but now referred to 
by these writers as expressing her 'ciews in such points; 
a circumstance worthy of notice in determining how far 
the system now put forward is entitled to the high names 
so confidently claimed for it, of Catholicism and Angli- 
canism. 
I begin with 1\1r. Newman, whose views on this sub- 
ject are propounded in his " Lectures on Romanism and 
popular Protestantism," from which work I have made 
the following extracts, arranging them so as to present 
to the reader (with, at least in the intention, scrupulous 
fidelity) a compendious view of the whole doctrine of IV1r. 
Newman on the subject. 
With respect to the Holy Scripture, then, it is granted 
by Mr. Newman, in words, that it contains an the essential 
and fundamental articles of the faith, "all things necessary 
to salvation;" "the saving faith," (p. 228, &c.); but it is not 
"the only ground of the fitith," (p. 369,) nor" the source 
of all religious truth whatever," (p. 370,) but there is 
another" ground of the fa,ith," and also need of something 
else to teach us those truths of religion which are not 
cOlltåined there. 
The other "ground of the faith" and "source of re- 
ligious truth" is considered to be " tradition;" and" these 
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two [i. e. " the Bible and Catholic Tradition,"] together 
make up a joint rule, [i. e. of faith.]" (p. 827.) 
'Vith respect to " tradition,"- 
It is held that there is a Divine word left unwritten by 
the aposdes contained in the writings of the Fathers, so 
surely preserved, that" whatever explanations the Pro- 
testant makes in behalf of the preservation of the written 
word, win be fonnd applicable in the them'y to the un- 
written," (p. 46,) that" we have as litde warrant for re- 
jecting antient consent as for rejecting Scripture itself," 
(p. 325,) that" catholic tradition," is" a divine informant 
in religious matters," (p. 329,) " the unwritten word." (p. 
355.) 
This unwritten word is "antient consent," (p. 825,) 
often spoken of under the name of "antiquity;" " we 
agree with the Romanist in appealing. to Antiquity as our 
great teachcr," (p. 47,) the meaning of which is thus 
stated: "Let us understand what is meant by say- 
ing that antiquity is of authority in religious ques- 
tions. Both Romallists and ourselves maintain as fol- 
lows :-that ,'rhatever doctrine the primitive ages unani- 
mously attest, whether by consent of Fathers, or by coun- 
cils, or by the events of history, or by controversies, or 
in whatever way, whatever may fairly and reasonably be 
considered to be the universal belief of those ages, is to he 
received as coming from the apostles." (p. 62; see also pp. 
297-9.) This is 
Ir. X ewman's view of the nature of" the 
unwritten word," and how it is to be ascertained. 
It is considered that this "tradition," or" unwritten 
word," i
 necessary fOl' the following purposes. First, as 
the authority upon which ,ve are to receive the canon 
of 
cripture, the doctrine of its divine origin, and the 
genuineness of what we receive ,as such. "flow do we 
know that Scripture comes from God? It cannot be denied, 
that we of this age receive it upon general tradition; we 
)'eceive through tradition both tlte Bible itself, and the 
doctrine that it is divilU'ly inspired." (p. 42.) "The sacred 
volume itself, as weB as the doctrine of its inspiration, 
comes to us by traditional conveyance." (pp. 44, 5.) "'''
 e 
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receive the New Testament in its existing shape on traùi- 
tion." (p. 341.) "'V e consider the inspired canon was cut 
short in the apostles \"hose works are contained in the 
New Testament, and that their successors had no gift of 
expounding the law of Christ such as they had, because the 
same ages so accounted it." (p. 371.) Secondly, for the 
interpretation of Scripture. "The need of tradition arises 
only from THE OBSCURITY of 
cripture, and is terminated 
with the interpretation of it." (p. 384.) "Scripture does 
not interpret itself, or answer objections to misinterpreta- 
tions. 'Ve must betake ourselves to the early church, 
and see how they understood it." "Scripture was never 
intended to teach doctrine to the Illany." "I would not 
deny as an abstract proposition that a Christian lllay 
gain the whole truth from the Scriptures, but would main- 
tain that the chances are very seriously against a given in- 
llividual. I woulù not deny, but rather maintain, that a 
religious, "loise, and intellectually gifted man will succeed: 
but who answers to this description but the collective 
cltU1'ch 1" (pp. 189-90.) " These two [i. e. the BiLle and 
Catholic Tradition] together make up a joint rule, [i. e. 
of faith]; Scripture is interpreted by Tradition, Tradition 
verified by Scripture." (p. 32i.) "Acute men alllong 
them [i. e. Pmtestants] see that the very elementary 
notion which they have adopted of the Bible without 
Hote or comment being tlte sole authoritative judge ill 
controversifS nf faith, is a self-destructive principle." (p. 35.) 

cripture is "but the document of appeal, and cat.holic 
tradition the authoritative teacher of Christians." (p. 343.) 
.\lld "tlte catholic doctrines of the Trinity, Incarnation, and 
uthers similar to these, are the true interpretations of the 
lIiOTlCES contained in Scripture of those doctrines respec- 
tively." (p. 153.) "They [i. e. popular Protestants] must 
(>ither give up their maxim about the Bible, anù the Bible 
only, or they must give up the Nicene formulary. Tlte 
BiúZr does not carry with it its own interpretation. 'Vhen 
presseù t.o say why they maintainfundamcntals offaith, they 
will have no good reason to give, 
lIpl'osing they do not 
l'ccci, e tlu' crred also (IS A FIU:-;T I'U1NCll'LE. '''hy, it i:-. 
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asked them, should those who equally with themselve:o' 
believe in the Bible be denied the name of Christians, 
because they do not happen to discern the doctrine of 
the Trinity therein? If they answer that Scripture itself 
singles out certain doctrines as necessary to salvation, and 
that the Trinity is one of them, this, indeed, is most true, 
but avails not to persons committed to so untrue a theory. 
It is urged against them, th3-t, though the texts referred 
to may imply the catholic doctrine, yet they need not; that 
they ARE CONSISTENT WITH ANY ONE OUT OF SEVERAL THEO- 
RIES; or at any 'rate that other persons think so; that these 
others have as much right to their opinion as the party 
called orthodox to theirs; that human interpreters have 
no warrant to force upon them one view in particular; 
that private judgment must be left unmolested; that 
man must not close what God has left open; that 
Unitarians (as they are called) believe in a Trinity, 
only not in the catholic sense of it; and that, where 
men are willing to take and profess what is written, 
it is not for us to be 'wise abo\'e what is written,' espe- 
cia.lly when by such a course we break the bonds of peace 
and charity. THIS REASONING, GRANTING THE FIRST STEP, 
IS RESISTLESS.)) (pp. 2Ut, :3.) That is, the Bible is alto- 
gether of amhiguous meaniug; it mayor may not mean 
to speak "the catholic doctrine," it is "consistent with 
anyone out of several theories," or at any rate there are 
people who think so, amI therefore it is unjust to say that 
the Sociniaus are not orthodox, unless we have an inter- 
pretation of it to tell us what it means, which we can 
look upon as equally" a first principle," that is, an ill- 
t
lllible or divine informaut; which " first principle" is 
"' tlle creed," a phrase used by 1\lr. Newman to signify, 
according tn convenience, either the Apostles' Creed or 
the Nicene Creed, or those in Irenæus, Tertullian, &c., 
as if they were all identicitl. ::\11'. Newman is not 
aware, I suppose, that the Apostles' Creed has been 
misinterpreted as much as :5cripture by the :5ociniaus, 
and therefore that, hy his O\\'n showing, his t;ocilliall " re- 
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:sisdess reasoning" is as applicable against himself, when 
he condcmns the 
ocinians, as against his "popular Pro- 
testan ts." 
It is considered also to be important, and in fact rela- 
tÙ,ely necessary for making known to us religious truths 
not in Scripture; for it is " partly the interpretation, partly 
tlte supplement of Scripture." (p. 298.) In p. 335, we have 
a specimen of these supplementary truths. "It is only 
by tradition that we have any safe and clear rule for 
changing the weekly feast from the seventh to the first 
day;" -so that it is a necessary part of the divine rule of 
jJ1'actice. "Again, our divines, such as Bramhall, BulJ, 
Pearson, and Patrick, believe that the blessed l\Iary was 
, ever virgin,' as the ChlU"ch bas called her; but tradition 
was [certainly] their only informant on the subject." 
Such is the doctrine of Mr. Newman with respect to 
Scripture and Patristical Tradition, a lloctrine precisely 
identical with that of the Romanists, as we shall presently 
prove. Indeed, Mr. N ewmal1 appears, with one exception, 
to allow as much. For after eXplaining the Romish doctrine 
of" tradition," he says, "As a beautiful theory, it must, a!! a 
whole, ever rcmain. I do not, indeed, deny that to a cer- 
tain point it is tenable: but this is' a ver)' different thing 
from admitting that it is so as regards those very tenets for 
which the Homanists would adduce it. They have to 

how, not only that there was such a traditionary system, 
and that it has lasted to this day, but that their pecu- 
liarities are part of it." (pp. 41, 42.) "'V e agree with 
the Romanist in appealing to antiquity as our great 
teacher, but deny that his doctrines are to he found ill 
antiquity. So far then is clear; we do not deny tlte force 
of tradition in the abstract; we do not deny the sound- 
ness of the argument from antiquity; but wc challenge 
the Romanist. to prove the matter of fact. 'Ve deny 
that ltis doctrines are in antiquity," &c. (pp. 47, 48.) 
" Our controversy "\'rith Rumanists turns more upollfacts 
than upon .first principles." (pp. 50, 51.) 
The ductrillc maintained, therefore, on the subject of 
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" tradition" by 1\11'. Newman and the Romanists is the 
same. And the only difference on this subject supposed by 
1\11'. Newman himself to exist between his doctrine and that 
of the Romanists, is thus stated by him :-" 'Ve differ from 
the Romanist in this, not in denying that tradition is valu- 
able, but in maintaining that by itself and without Scrip- 
ture warrant, it does not convey to us any article necessary 
to salvation." (p. 370.) This observation however is, as I 
shall show presently, founded on a mistake, for the Roma- 
ni
ts maintain this as much as 1\11'. Newman. They hold 
that Scripture contains all point
 necessary to salvation; 
and when they speak of the necessity of believing things 
not there declared, but delivered by "tradition," it is not 
because such things are in themselves necessary to salva- 
tion, but because" tradition" being a divine informant, a 
rejection of them is a direct act of disobedience to God. 
In all respects, therefore, the doctrine of 1\11'. Newman 
and the Romanists on this subjeet is the same, the only 
difference being as to whether some particular articles 
can be proved by " tradition." 
'Yith this system of 1\11'. Newman agrees perfectly that 
of]\[r. Keble, as I shall now proceed to show. 
First, with respect to the Holy Scriptures, 1\11'. Keble 
grants, in theory, that " every fundamental point of doc- 
trine is contained in the unquestioned books of that canon 
[i. e. the New Testament] taken along with the Hebrew 
Scriptures," and hence " that nothing is to be insisted on 
as a point of faith necessary to salvation, but what is con- 
tained in or may be proved - hy canonical Scripture." 
(pp. 30,31.) But Scripture is not our sole rule of faith, 
for they are in error who " reject the notion of a rule of 
faith made up of Scripture and tradition together." (p. 82.) 
N or does it contain the w/tole "orthodox faith,"-for, 
the w/tole " orthodox faith," though it is held to " ínclude 
the written word," is not included in that word, but is 
" the whole creed of the apostolical church as guaranteed 
to us hy Holy Scripture, and by consent of pure anti- 
quity." (pp. 80, 81.) 
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'Vith respect to "tradition," it is held that conselltien t 
patristical tradition is the record of that" oral teaching" 
of the apost!es which the" Holy Spirit inspired." (p. 24.) 
Such traditions are" unquestionable relics of the apostlès," 
(p. 41,) " precious aposto lical relics," (p. 42,) which men 
"might and ought to have religiously depended upon." 
(p. 45.) "Not a few fragments yet remain, very precious 
and sacred fragments, of the unwritten teaclling of the 
first age of the church," (meaning of tlte apostles.) (p.32.) 
Church tradition is "practically infallible," (p 142,)" in- 
fallible," (p. 146,) and" if we will be impartial, we cannot 
hide it from ourselves, that God's unwritten word, if it 
can be anyhow authenticateJ, [and the position contended 
for is, that it can be authenticated, and is in the writings 
of the Fathers,] must necessarily demand the same reverence 
from us, [as his written word,] and for exactly the same 
reason, because it is his word." (p. 26.) Consentient pa- 
tristical tradition, therefore, is " God's unwritten 'Word," 
"demanding tlte same reverence from us" as his written 
word, i. e. in the language of the Council of Trent, is to be 
received " pari pietatis affectu." Nay," as long as tlle 
canon of the Nl'w Testament was incomplete, the unwritté71 
system served as a test even for the apostles' own writÏ1lgs." 
" Aposlolical tradition was divinely appointed in the cllurch 
as the touchstone of canonical Scripture itself."(pp. 26, 27.) 
:' The very writings of the apostles were to be .first t'ried by 
it before they could be incorpO'ì'ated into the canon." (p.28.) 
" Between the traditional and written relics of the apos- 
tles" there is this difference, " that in the former the 
things only-in the latter the very words also-are holy." 
(p. lOÎ.) 
'Yith respect to the nature of this "unwritten word," and 
the way in which it is ascertained, 1\'11'. Keble summarily 
describes it by the term, the" consent of pure antiquity," 
(pr.44 and 81 ;) " the catholic consent," (p.89.) "Those 
'rules in which all primitive councils are uniform, thosp 
rites and formulari".f; which moe founel. in 
ll primitive 
liturgics, amI those interpretations anù principles of inter- 
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pretation in which all orthodox Fathers ag-rce," he consi- 
ders to form an indubitable part of " tlie sYblem of tl,(' 
apostles," entitled to eqnal reverence with their acknow- 
ledged writings. (p. 40.) "If anyone ask how we ascer- 
tain thcm, we answer, By application of the wen-known 
rule, Quod spmper, quod ubiqllf, quod ab omnibus; anti- 
quity, universality, catholicity." (pp. 32, 33.) 
Among the points which rest on t.he authority of 
"tradition," he reckons the callon of Scripture; " The 
points of catholic consent known by tradition consti- 
tute the knots and ties of the whole system; being such 
as these, tlle canon of Scripture," &c. (p. 41.) "Among 
the traùitionary truths . . . . . . is tlte canon of :Scrip- 
ture itself," (p. 45): as weB as its inspiration, for it is 0) 
tradition that " tìte validity" of Scripture is " ascer- 
tained." (p. 74.) Also the interpretation of Scripture, and 
the fun development of its doctrines. The" interpreta- 
tion of Scripture" is one of" three distinct fields of 
Christian knowledge" which he points out, " in neither 
of",.hich can we advance satisfactorily or snfely without 
constant appeal to traditio'l1 such as has been described..' 
(p. 34.) "Catholic tradition bears upon Scripture inter- 
pretation not only indirectly by supþlyillg, as just no" 
statell, certain great landmarks of apostolical doctrine 
CONFOR
IABLY TO WHICH THE WRITTEN STATE:\IENTS ARE 
ALL TO BE INTERPRETED; but also in numerous cases 
directly." (pp. 35, 3ß.) "'Vhether we look to discipline, 
to illtapretation, or to doctrine, every way" e see reason to 
be thankful for many frayments of apostolical practice ami 
teaclti119 .MOST 
EEDFUL to guide us in the right u
e of 
IIoly Scripture." (p.39.) The English church, " acknow- 
ledging Scripture as her written charter, anù tradition as 
tlte common law whereby bot/t t!te validit!l and practical 
meaning of t!tat chaTtel' is ascertained, venerates both n
 
INSEPARABLE members of one great providential system:' 
(p. 7-1-.) This necpssity of tradition for the interpretation 
of Scripture is of course supposed to arise from the OL8CU- 
Tity of Scriptufe. "If so it had pleased Almighty God," 
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says Mr. Keble, "the Scriptures might have been all clew. 
of themselves. . . . . lVlen may go on imagining the ad- 
vantages of such a dispensation, until they have per- 
suaded themselves that things are really so ordered." 
(p.149.) So that even in the fundamental points of faith 
the Scriptures are not "clear." Notwithstanding all the 
explanations given by the apostles on those points in their 
writings, they have not at la;;;t made them clear; they 
have not written so as to be understood; the cogent 
proof of this being, that in an ages some have inter- 
preted their writings contrary to the orthodox faith, so 
that the perverse misinterpretation of the natural mind 
is to be taken as evidence that the Scriptures are not 
clear. Hence the observation that the Bible is " a 
volume which may be understood without traditional aid," 
is made by 1\ir. Keble the subject of particular remark as 
an o
jectionable .\'tntement. (p.88.) "Tradition," he says, 
" helps to explain the Scriptures somewhat in the same 
way, and with the same kind of evidence, as the grammar 
of a language, once rightly taught, explains the sentences 
of that language." (pp. 141, 2.) lIenee he holds the 
" rule of faith" to be " made up of Scripture and tradition 
together." (p. 82.) 
The two other" fields of Christian knowledge, in neither 
of which we can advance satisfactorily or safely without 
constant appeal to tradition," are " the system and ar- 
rangement of fundamental articles," and" the discipline, 
formularies, and rites of the church of Christ." (pp. 34, 37.) 
Further; " tradition" reveals to us truths" not containéd 
in Scripture." For Mr. Keble says, "As long as it is 
only doubtful whether any statement or precept is part of 
the apostolic system or no, so long a mind imbued with 
true devotion will treat that statement or precept with 
reverence. . . . . . . so long the mere fact of its NOT 
BEING CONTAINED IN SCRIPTURE cannot be felt as a justi- 
fication for casting it aside. . . . . . . But, in truth, it 
may be pr(med to the satisfaction of any re(uonable mind, 
that not a few fragments yet remain, very precious and 
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sacred fragments, of the unwritten teaching of the first 
age of the church. The paramount authority, for example, 
of the successors of the apostles in church government; 
the threefold order established from the beginning; the 
virtue of the blessed Eucharist as a commemorative sacri- 
fice; infant baptism; and above all, the Catlwlic doctrine 
of the most !toly Trinity as contained in the Nicene Creed. 
All these, however surely confirmed from Scripture, are 
yet ascertainable parts of the primitive unwritten system 
of which we yet enjoy the benefit." (pp. 31, 32.) Such 
are some of the points not contained in Scripture, which 
are revealed to us by tradition. This is not the place to 
notice them more particularly; but it is impossible not to 
direct the reader's attention to the statement, that the 
" Catholic doctrine of the most holy Trinity, as contained 
in the Nicene Creed," is " not contained in Scripture," 
though it Jllay be " confirmed from Scripture," directly 
contrary to the statement of our first Homily, to mention 
no other authority. 
Of the importance attached by 1\11'. Keble to the tradi- 
tionary doctrinal matter not contained in Scripture, we 
may judge from the following passages :-" The sacred 
building is so divinely, though invisibly, cemented, that 
for aught we know, it is impossible to remove any por- 
tion, either of scriptural or traditionary truth, without 
weakening the whole arch. . . . . . . Let us, above all 
things, beware of the presumption of selecting for our- 
selves, among the truths and laws of the Most High, 
which we will retain, and which we lllay venture to 
dispense with." (p. 46.) "Confining our view to that 
which touches tlwfoundation, we shall find that the matters 
are nf'itlwr few nor 'lWimp01.tant, which are settled by tra- 
ditionary evidence." . . . . . . " The points of catholic 
consent known by tradition, constitute tlle luwts and ties of 
tlte wltale system, being such as these,-the canon of Scrip- 
ture, tlte full ductrilles of the Trinity and Incarnation, the 
ohlation and consecration of the Eucharist, the apostolical 

ucce:,sion; truths and order:, soon enumerated, hut such 
VOL. I. D 
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as to extend in 'l,itnl effiracy through every part of the 
great scheme of the church." (pp. 41, 4'2.) 
"\Vhen, therefore, 1\'lr. Keble says that Scripture con- 
tains all the fundamental points of faith, we must either 
suppose that he thinks the supplementary part of the doc- 
trine of the Trinity learnt from tradition not to be funda- 
mental, or (which rather appears to be his view and that 
of Mr. Newman) that Scripture so contains these truths 
that we need tradition to assure us of the fact, and that 
then, after having learnt the truth from tradition, we may 
find in Scripture passages which will "confirm" it, or, as 
it is elsewhere expressed, "hints" and "notices" of the 
orthodox faith. 
Such is the doctrine of Mr. Keble on this subject, being, 
as must be evident to the reader, precisely the same as 
that of Mr. Newman, the divine origin and necessity of 
" tradition" being indeed rather more than le
s strongly 
enforced, and therefore, like l\'lr. Newman's, identical 
with that of the R01ll311ists. It is rather remarkable also 
that he has made the same mistake as Mr. Newman with 
respect to the nature of the Homish doctrine on this subject, 
accusing the Romanists of avouching "tradition of the 
substance of doctrine independent of Scripture, and pur- 
porting to be of things necessary to salvation." (p. 71.) But 
this, as I shall prove presently, they do not do. 
The doctrine of 1\1:1'. Keble and 1\1:1'. Newman, then, on 
this subject is in few words this,-That the revelation madf' 
to the world by our Lord and his apostles comes down to 
us in two different channels, one of which is the written 
word, the other the successional delivery by the Fathers 
of that which the apostles delivered ornlly to the church. 
And as the apostles entered into fuller explanations of the 
doctrines of the faith in their oral statements than they have 
in thcir writings, and gave some information and direc- 
tions to the churc]} on matters both of doctrine amI prac- 
tice not contained in t.hose writings, the record of their 
inspired testimony which we have in the writings of anti- 
cplÏty is more full anfl clear than that whi(.b we have ill 
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the Scriptures. And as ill all the fundamental doctrines 
of the faith and some others of less moment, as well as in 
various points of practice, this traditional record of what 
the apostles delivered orally can be so verified as to be a 
" practically infallible" witness of what they did so deliver, 
in all these cases the brief and obscure "hints" and 
" notices" of Scripture are to be interpreted by the more 
full and clear record of revelation we have in "catholic 
traùition," and the deficiencies of Scripture made up by 
the "supplemental" records of " catholic tradition." 
And as to the degree of plainness with which the faith 
is delivered in 
cripture, the author of Tract 8.5 tells us 
that "the gospel doctrine or message" "is but indirectly 
and COVERTLY recorded in Scripture under the surface." 
(p. 27.) "Scripture is not one book-it is as if you were 
to seize the papers or correspondence of leading men in 
any sclwol of philosophy or science, which were never de- 
signed for publication, and bring them out in one volume. 
You would find probably in the collection so resulting 
many papers begun and not finished, some parts sys- 
tematic and didactic, but the greater part made up of 
!tints or of notices which assumed first principles instead 
of asserting them, or of discussions upon particular points 
which happened to require their attention. I say the doc- 
trines, the first principles, the rules, the objects of the school 
would be taken for granted, alluded to, implied not stateù. 
You would have sOllie trouble to get at them; you would 
have many repetitions, many hiatuses, many things which 
looked like contradictions; you would llave to U.Orll 
!l onr way tllrouglt lteterogPlleolls materials, and after your 
best efforts t!tere would be IllUc1l Itopelessly obscllre; or, on 
the other hand, you might look in vain in snch a casual 
collection for some particular opinions which the writeJ.::; 
were known nevertheless to have held, nay to have insisted 
on. Suclt I ('oneeive, with limitations presently to be 
noticed, is tI,e sfllrcture of tlte Bible." [The limitations 

hall he given after the next passage.] "Try to makf' 
D 2 
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out the history of Rome from the extant letters of some 
of its great politicians, and from the fragments of ancient 
annals, histories, laws, inscriptions, ånd medals, and you 
will have something like the matter of fact viewed ante- 
cedently as regards the structure of the Dible, and the 
task of deducing the true system of religion from it." (pp. 
;30,31.) On all this I offer no comment, but commend it 
to the serious attention of the reader. 
Now for the" limitations." Unfortunately for our oppo- 
nents, there is an Article of our church upon this subject, 
(Art. vi.) and therefore somehow or other the language of 
that Article must he retained. 'Ve are therefore told 
that" at least as regards matters of faith Scripture does 
contain all that is necessary for salvation; it has been 
overruled to do so by I-Iim who inspired it." (p. 32.) 
nut determined that those words shall mean nothing 
and be no obstacle in bis way, the writer immediately 
proceeds to the task of eXplaining them away, and shows 
us, in the following words, the object and value of his pre- 
ceding remarks. "This antecedent improbability [i. e. of 
Scripture containing the faith] tells even in the case of 
the doctrines of faith as far as this, that it reconciles us 
to the necessity of gaining them indirectly from Scrip- 
ture, for it is a near tlLing (if I may so speak) that t!tey are 
in SC'J'ipture at all; tlte wonder is t!tat they are all there; 
humanly judging, they would not be there but for God's 
interposition; and tluJrefore since tltey are there by a sort 
of accident, it is not strange tlwy shall be BUT LATENT there, 
and only indirectly producible thence." (pp. 32-4.) 
And on this subject he thus contradicts himself within 
the compass of a few pages. I-Iaving stated in p.25, 
as the doctrine of the English church, that as to the whole 
system of religion revealed in the Go
pel, "though it 
is in tradition, yet it can also be gathered from the COIll- 
munications of Scripture," he tells us in p. 48, that 
" though Scripture be considered to bc altogl'iltel' silent as 
to the intermc<1iate btatc . . . there is 'lwthing in this cÏ1'- 
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cumstance to disprove THE CHURCH'S DOCTRINE, (if there 
be ot/ter grounds for it,) that there is an intermediate state, 
and tllat it is important." 
Nay, still more, to prepare us for the reception of matters 
delivered by "tradition" which may seem even at variance 
with Scripture, he collects together (pp. 36-48) a num- 
ber of instances of what he holds to be seeming contra- 
dictions ill Scriptll7'e itself, in order to draw from them 
the conclusion, that in the same way things delivered by 
" tradition" may not be really at variance with Scripture, 
though they may appear to be so. And that the read('r 
may know that I am not exaggerating when I state this, 
I will give his conclusion in his own words. "Tlte argu- 
ment," he says, "stated in a few words stands tlillS ;-as dis- 
tinct portions of Scripture itself are apparently inconsistent 
with one another, yet are not really so; t/teref07.e it does not 
follow t/wt Scripture and catlwiic doctrine are at rariance 
Wit/i eacli other, even if tlLeY seem to be." (p, 49.) How this 
may strike the reader I know not, but to me it appears 
to outdo Rome itself, and leave Bellarmine to go to school. 
The doctrine on t.his subject, then, advocated by 
Ir. 
Newman and 1\lr. Keble may be sunlllled up in the five 
following points. 
1. That consentient patristical tradition, or "catholic 
consent," is an unwritten word of God, a divine informant 
in religion, and consequently entitled, as to its substalice, 
to equal respect with the lIoly Scriptures. 
2. That such traùition is consequently a part of the 
divinely-revealed rule of faith anù practice. 
3. That it is a necessary part of the divine rule of faith 
and practice, on account of the defectiveness of Scripture, 
for that,- 
(l) Though it does not reveal to us any fundamental 
articles of faith or practice not lioticed in Scripture, lI01j 
Scripture containing, that is, givillg hints or notices of, all 
thc fundamental articles of faith and practicc, it is yet a 
necessary part of the divine rule of faith anù practice as 
the interpreter of Scripture, amI a:; giving the full de- 
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velopment of many points, some of wlJich are funda- 
mental, which are but imperfectly developed in Scrip- 
ture; anù 
(2) It is an important part of the rule, as conveying to 
us various important doctrines and rules not contained in 
Scripture. 
4. That it is a necessary part of the divine rule of faith 
and practice, hecause of the obscurity of Scripture even 
in some of the fundamental articles, which makes Scrip- 
ture insufficient to tea ell us even the fundamentals of faith 
aud practice. 
5. That it is only by the testimony of patristical tradi- 
tion that we are assured of the inspiration of SCl'ipture, 
what Looks are canonical, and the genuineness of w-hat we 
receive as such. 

fhe doctrine held by Dr. Pusey on this subject is so 
very pithily expressed in a sentence occurring in his 
" Earnest Remonstrance," that it is hardly necessary to 
search any further. 
" Our controversy with Rome," he says, "is not an a 
priori question on t!te ralue of tradition in itself, or at a'll 
earlier peTiod of the church, or of sucll traditions as, t!tougll 
not contained in ScTiptuTe, aTe primitive, universal, and 
llpostolical, but it is one PURELY HISTORICAL, that the Ro- 
manist traditions not being such, but on the contrary re- 
pugnant to Scripture, are not to be received." (p. 13.) 
This at least is plain speaking for a divine of the 
Church of England. 
Let it, therefore, be distinctly understood that when 
the authors of these works complain of being misrepre- 
sented when said to favour Romanism in their views of 
patristical tradition, they do so only because they think 
that the Romish doctrine on the subject is the catholic 
doctrine, though some of the traditions the Romanists 
admit are unauthorized, and therefore that they ought 
not to IJe thus 
tigmatized, because, though holding the 
Romish doct'rille on the subject, they do not hold all the 
traditiOIls peculiar to Rome. 
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It i
 quite true, indeed, (nor ùo I wish to conceal the 
filct,) that there are divers nice distinctions drawn hy these 
writers in other parts of theil. works, by which, for very 
obvious reasons, tbey endeavour to rescue their doctrine 
from the charge of being iùentical with that of the 
Homanists. Dr. Pusey himself, though in the above 
sentence he clearly admits the identity of the two, endea- 
vours, in his apologetical " Letter to the Bishop of Oxford," 
to draw a distinction between them ill u.urds, Ly telling 
us that" Rome difFers from us as to the authority which 
she ascriLes to tradition; she regards it as co-ordinate, our 
Jivines as sub-ordinate; as to the way in which it is to Le 
employeJ; she as independent of Holy Scripture, ours as 
subservient to anJ blenJed with it," &c. ; and after adding 
some other supposed marks of distinction, in which the 
Jistinct questions of " tradition" and church authority are 
strangely confused, concludes, " So then beyond the name 
of tradition the church of Rome and our divines differ in 
everything besides." (pp. 41, 42.) Now all this is, beyond 
question, uttered in the most perfect good faith, but it 
will be founJ practically to be nothing more or less 
than a complete juggle of words. For what, I would 
ask, can be the use or propriety of drawing distinc- 
tions by the application of the words coordinate anll 

ubonlinate, between two informants equally ùivine, which 
we are told that 
cripture and traùition are? The sole 
question with which we are concerned is, whether pa- 
tristical tradition is a divine informant, anù therefore 
binds the conscience to the reception of what it delivers. 
He who holds that it is, is bound to receive it as the Ro- 
manists do, pari pietatis affectu with the written word. 
And such, beyond contradiction, is the doctrine upheld in 
the works from which we have quoted above, as well a
 
in other publications attributed to the same authors, as, 
for instance, the British Critic, where "antiquity" is ex- 
prcssly spokcn of as " revelatiou" equally with Scripture. l 
J S(.C Drit. Crit. for Jan., 1838, Article 011 Frl)utlc'
 Remains, and else- 
where. 
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Dr. Pusey himself tells us, a few pages after, that "we 
owe . . . to tlte decisions of tlte churcll universal, Faith." 
(p. 53.) N ow taking this sentence in its least obnoxious 
signification, as referring to the decisions of the church 
uni versal, not as self-autlwritative, but as the infalliLle 
witness of apostolical tradition, (which is, I suppose, its 
intended meaning,) I would ask whether church-tradition 
is not placed here upon precisely the same footing with 
Scripture, and whether the distinction between the two 
alluded to above is not a mere verbal and not a real dis- 
tinction? Indeed, it is obvious that to maintain that 
Scripture contains only an imperfect delineation, hints 
and notices, of the most important doctrines, and that 
the full revelation of them is only to be found in "tra- 
dition," and yet aver that we make tradition only sub- 
ordinate to Scripture, is an inconsistency and (I must be 
pardoned for adding, an) absurdity of no ordinary kind. 
lVlr. Newman has also offered some remarks of a similar 
nature. But we shall notice them more particularly in 
another place. 
Such, then, is the doctrine on patristical tradition pro- 
pounded in these works as the doctrine of the English 
church. 
The reader should also understand that this doctrine 
forms part of a system laid llown (though perhaps with 
some variations and inconsistencies) in the Tracts and 
works to which we have referred, to which is very confi- 
dently ascribed (I leave the reader to determine how justly) 
the name of Catholicism and Anglicanism, as opposed to 
Romanism on one side and Protestantism on the other; 
aud as the subjects of church authority and the right of 
private judgment are intimately connected with that ,ve 
are now considering, I will add here some extracts from 
Mr. N ewmall's Lectures sufficient to put the reader ill 
possession of his doctrine (which, from their union in the 
publication of the Tracts we must of course conclude to 
be that of Dr. Vusey and Mr. KeLle also) on those sub- 
jects, tlmt Ii(' lUay see morc cleady the nature of the 
system. 
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First, as to the authority of the church. 
"The church," says1\Ir. Newman, "enforces, on her own 
responsibility, what is an historical fact, and ascertainable as 
other facts, and obvious to the intelligence of inquirers as 
other facts; viz., the doctrine of the apostles; and private 
judgment has as little exercise here as in any matters of 
sense or experience." . . . . . " The church enforces a fact 
-apostolical tradition-as the doctrinal key to Scripture, 
and private judgment expatiates BEYOND the limits of t!tat 
tradition." (pp.224,5.) How Nr. Newman can reconcile 
the statement that" the doctrine of the apostles" is a " his- 
torical fact ascertainable as other facts, and obvious to the 
intelligence of inquirers as other facts," with the fact that 
the nominal church has always been more or less divided 
in opinion respecting it, I must leave to him to explain. 
It must be confessed, however, that if it were not sup- 
posed to be so obvious a historical fact, 1\'lr. Newman 
takes good care to give the church sufficient power to 
enforce it. For he says,-" Not only is the church ca- 
tholic bound to teach the truth, but she is ever divinely 
guided to teach it; her witness of the christian faitb is a 
matter of promise as well as of duty; her discernment of 
it is secured by a heavenly as well as a human rule. 
She is indefectible in it, and therefore not only has au- 
tlwrity to enforce, but is of authority in declm'ing it. . . . . 
that doctrine, which is true, considered as an historical 
fact, is true also because sIte teaches it." (pp. 225, 6.) 
Here, as is clear, the doctrine that the church is an in- 
falliLle guide in matters of faith is very distinctly laid down, 
and 1\11'. Newman, commenting upon 1 Tim. iii. 15; Eph. 
iv. 11-14; Isa. lix. 21; and observing that these texts 
" are considered by the Romanist to prove the infallibi- 
lity of the church in alllllatters of faith and general morals," 
adds,-" They certainly will bear so to be interpreted, it 
cannot be denied: and if this be so, why, it may be asked, 
ùo we not iuterpret them as the ROlllauists do?" (pr. 
23],2;) to which he rcplic
, that the church, from her 
" misconduct," " Hlay have fi.>dcitcd in a measure her ori- 
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ginal privileges." (p. 235.) "'V e shall find, I think, in 
the New Testament, that the promise to her was sus- 
penùeù, more or less, upon a condition which for many 
centuries she has actually broken. ThiR condition is 
unity." (p. 236.) Accordingly he limits her infallibi- 
lity to the fundamental pnints of fattlt, holding that" the 
antient church will be our model in all matters of doc- 
trine, till it broke up into portions, and for catholic agree- 
ment substituted peculiar and local opinions; but that., 
since that time, the church has possessed no fuller mea- 
snre of the truth than we see it has at this day; viz.merely 
the fundamental faith;" (p. 2-0;) and to t!tat extent. he 
ascribes to her permanent infallibility. "Both we anù 
Romanists," he says, "hold that the church catholic is 
unerring in its declarations of faith or saving doctrine." 
(p. 252. See also p. 232.) 
Strange to say, he proceeds to point out two passages in 
our received formularies as bearing out this doctrine. 
" First, in the 20th Article we are told that the church 
has' authority in controversies of faid1: Now these words 
certainly do not merely mean that she has authority to 
enforce such doctrines as can ltistorically be proved to be 
apostolical. They do not speak of lJer power of enforci ng 
truth, or of her power of enforcing at all, but say that 
she has 'authority in controversies; , whereas, if this au- 
thority depended on the mere know ledge of an historical 
fact, and lUuch more if only on her persuasion in a matter 
of opinion, any individual of competent information has 
the same in his place and degree. The chm:ch, then, ac- 
cording to this Article, has a power which individuals 
have not; a power, not merely as the ruling principle of a 
suciety, to admit and reject members, not simply a power of 
imposing tests, but simply 'authority in controversies of 
faith.' Rut how can she have this authority unless she be 
certainly true in Iter declarations? She can have no autho- 
rity in ùeclaring a lie." (pr. 226, 7.) The sum total of 
which reasoning-if reasoning it can be called-amounts 
to this, that there can he no authority where there is a 
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liability to errOl', a doctrine \vhich neeùs no further refu- 
tation than a clear statement of it. "Our reception of 
the Athanasian Creed," it is added, "is another proof of 
our holding t/te infallibility of the clwrch, as some of our 
divines express it, in matters of saving faith. In that 
creed it is unhesitatingly said, that certain doctrines are 
necessary to be believed in order to salvation; they are 
minutely and precisely described; no room is left for 
private judgment; none fo']' any examination into SCTip- 
tll1'e 'wit/" the view of discoverin,lJ them." (p. 227.) Now 
does 1\11'. Newman really see no difference between the 
church as represented by a bud!! of heT pastors bearing her 
testimony to what she believes to be the truth, and to 
her belief in the fatal nature of certain errors; and 
moreover, using her authority as it respects terms of com- 
munion in support of the plain truths of Scripture; 
and her claiming to be an infallible guide? Strange 
indeed is it, if he does not; though, certainly, when 
coupled with another of his remarks, one may cease to 
feel surprised at it. "They [i, e. "the multitude of 
Protestants," he says,] consider every man his own judge; 
they hold tbat every man lllay and must read Scripture 
for himself, and judge about its meaning, anù make up 
his mind for himself; nay is, as regards himself, and prac- 
tically, an infallible judge of its meaning ;-infallible, cer- 
tainly, for were the whole new creation against him. . . . 
yet according to the popular doctrine, though he was 
ét\vare of this, he ought ultimately to rest in his own in- 
terpretations of 
cripture, and to follow his private jmlg- 
Inent." (pp. 319,20.) So that forsooth, when a man claims 
to decide for himself what is the meaning of God's mes- 
sage to him, he it"i said to claim infallibility. 
It must be ohserved, however, in order to obtain a clear 
view of1\Ir. N e\vlllan's doctrine on thi
 subject, that he con- 
siders the church herself to be not a judge but a witness 
of the sense of Scripture; he docs not consider the church 
herself to have authority to judge of the scnse of Scrip- 
ture, but ouly to be a witne::,s of \...hat cathulic traùition 
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ùelivers as the sense of Scripture. CatllOlic traùition is 
to the church herself the authoritative interpreter of 
Scripture. "The church is not a judge of the sense of 
Scripture in the common sense of the word, but a witness. 
If, indeed, the word judge be taken to mean what it 
means in the courts of law, one vested wIth autllority to 
declaTe the received appointments and usages of the 
realm, and with power to enforce them, then the church 
is a judge-but not of Scripture, but of Tradition. . . . 
'Ve consider the church as a witness, a keeper and wit- 
ness of Catholic tradition, and in this sense invested 
with authority, just as in political matters an ambassaùor 
possessed of instructions from his Government would speak 
with authority. [Catholic tradition, therefore, bears to 
the church the same relation as a Government to its ambas- 
sador]. . . . . She Leal's witness to a fact, that such and 
such a doctrine, or such a sense of Scripture, has ever been 
received and came from the apostles; tlte proof of this 
lies first in Iter own unanimity throughout her val'ious 
branches, next in the writings of the antient Fathers: 
and she acts upon this her witness as the Executive does 
in civil matters, and is responsible for it; but she does not 
undertake of herself to determine the sense of Scripture, 
she has no immediate power over it, she but alleges and 
submits to what is antient and catholic. . . . . We con- 
sider antiquity and catholicity to be the real guides, and 
the church their organ." (pp. 320-322.) So that, in fact, 
the office of the church is authoritatively to promulge 
the interpretation of Scripture given by catholic tradi- 
tion, and she is divinely guided to tell m; truly and in- 
fallibly in the fundamentals of faith, what that interpreta- 
tion is. The Bible, therefore, is to the ch urch herself a 
very secondary book, for she can receive its truths only as 
they are doled out to her by the tradition of preceding 
ages. "Catholic tradition" being the unwritten word of 
God, and therefore entitled to equal respect with the 
Scriptures, and moreover the authoritative interpreter of 
1h(' meanillg' of the Seripturcs, aud containing' a full reve.' 
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lation of the doctrines of the faith, which in Scripture arc 
only indirectly and obscurely noticed, it is of course much 
more valuable than the Scriptures. And the first" proof" 
that the testimony of " the church" as to the witness of 
apostolical tradition is correct is, "her own unanimity 
throughout her various branches." Now" the church" 
is maùe up of these branches, and cannot speak at all 
but through their unanimity, and therefore this amounts 
to saying that the first" proof" that her t
stimony is 
correct is that she bears that [testimony. Anù, in fact, 
though" tradition" should fail her, she would be "almost 
infallible," IVlr. Newman thinks, for he says,-" the church 
truly Illay be said almost infallibly to interpret Scripture, 
though, from the possession of past tradition, and amid 
the divisions of the time present, perhaps at no period in 
the course of the dispensation has she had the need and 
the opportunity of interpreting it for herself." . . . . 
Such interpretation " the church has never attempted." 
(p. 190.) It is so l
e comfort, however, for her to know, 
that if anything should oblige her to attempt it, she will 
be " almost infallible." 
The church, therefore, being thus vested with authority 
to ùeclare and enforce that catholic tradition which is 
the authoritative interpreter of Scripture, is to be viewed 
herself as, with respect to us, the authoritative interpreter 
of Scripture. "'Y e do not," says 1\11'. Newman, "set up the 
church against Scripture,-but we make her the keeper 
and interpreter of Scripture." (p. 228.) And" if we in- 
quire the ground of this authority in the church," it is 
" that she .speaks merely as the organ of the catholic voice," 
the organ of catholic tradition; (p. 227;) and in funda- 
mentals is to be viewed, as we have seen, as infallible in 
her decrees. 
After these statements, the reader ,viII of course not 
he surprised at finding that the Protestant doctrine of 
the right of private judgment is absolutely offensive to 
him. In immaterial points, indeed, he \Voult! allow the 
right, proviùed that it was silently exerci
ed; hut that it 



-tG 


nùCTnINE OF THE TRACT.-\TORS. 


should be exercised npon points upon which 01(1" salvation 
depnlds, that is quite out of the question. 
" By the right of private judgment," he says, "in 
matters of religious belief and practice, is meant the pre- 
roo'ative considered to belon g to each individual Chris- 
b ' 
tian, of ascertaining and deciding for himself from Scrip- 
ture what is gospel truth, and what is not." (p. ] 52.) 
This principle is, in 1\lr. Newman's view, most pernicious. 
He calls it" that mischievous, but very popular, principle 
among us, that in serious matters we may interpret Scrip- 
ture by private judgment." (p. 218.) "If the church," 
he says, " does not claim any gift of interpretation for 
herself in the high points in question, [i. e. the funda- 
mentals of the faith,] much less does she allow individuals 
to pretend to it. Explicit as our Articles are in asserting 
that the doctrines of faith are contained and must be 
pointed out in Scripture, yet they give no hint that pri- 
vate persons may presume to search Scripture indepen- 
dently of external help, and to determine for themselves 
what is saving, [in other words, presume to obey the 
direct injunctions of the first Homily.] The cl}urch has 
a prior claim to do so, but even the church asserts it not, 
but hands over the office to catholic antiquity. In what 
our Articles say of Holy Scripture as tlte document of proof, 
exclusive reference is 'tad to TEACHING. It is not said that 
individuals are to infer the faith, but that the church is to 
prove it from Scripture; not that individuals are to learn 
it, but are to be taught it." (pp. 323, 4.) So that indivi- 
duals are not even to make Scripture the document of 
proof; it is not for them even to test what" tradition," 
or "the church," may say, by Scripture: no, " let this 
maxim," it is said, "be laid down concerning aU that the 
church catholic holds, to the full extent of her prophetical 
tradition, that her members must either believe or silently 
acquiesce in tlte wlwle of it," (p. ;303); aye, so much so, 
that" wlten tlte sense of Scripture, as interpreted by r(,GSOll, 
is cord1"ary to tlte sense gi"en to it by catltolic antiquity, we 
ougld to side with the latter." (p. IGO.) 
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Now, 1 mu
t 
ay, that it appears to me a yery wise 
precaution on the part of the Romanists, holding similar 
views to these, to interdict the general use of the Scrip- 
tures, and only to give permission to a few wlwm they can 
trust to read them; for if our faith is thus to be grounded 
on the authority of the church, and not upon what 
appears to us to ùe the meaning of the Holy Scriptures, 
it is a pity to give men generally an opportunity of con- 
sulting them, lest they shouIJ happen to think, as some 
assuredly will think, that their meaning, even in some 
important points, is not precisely what their church tells 
tlJem that it is; especially if they are so "obscure," and 
contain only "hints" and "notices" of even the funda- 
tnental points of the faith. And how near 1\11'. 
 eWm<lIl 
has got to this view of the matter may be j mlged from tlH' 
following sentence :-" By the right of private judgment 
is meant, not that all must, but that all may search Scrip- 
ture, and determine or prove their creed from it: THAT IS, 
PROVIDED THEY ARE DULY QUALIFIED, for I sup- 
pose this is always implied, though persons may differ 
what the qualifications are." (p. 174.) 
In " serious matters," then, the right of private judg- 
ment is altogether denied, and our faith is to rest not 
upon Scripture, (except as far as we may happen to think 
that what the church delivers as catholic tradition gives the 
true meaning of Scripture,) ùut upon that wl1Ïch the 
church delivers to us as catholic tradition, or rather upon 
the church, as one infallibly guided to direct u
 aright in 
fundamentals. 
The right of private judgment is confined to " matters 
of inferior ll101vent." "In matters of inferior moment," 
says 1\'11'. Newman, "both the church and the individual 
have room to exercise their own powers; the individual 
to judge for himself, and the church to give her judgmpnt 
as one that hath obtained mercy of the Lord to be faithful; 
and that for thi
 simple reason, either that Scripture or 
tradition is obscure, indeterminate, or silent." (p. 3:25.) 
" The church enforces a fh,ct-apostolical tradition-as the 
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doctrinal key to Scripture, and private judgment expa- 
tiates beyond the limits of that tradition." (p. 225.) 'Ve 
hold " that the church has authority, and tbat individuals 
may judge for themselves outside the range of that alltlw- 
1.ity." (p. 320.) But in such matters (and so far I quite agree 
with him) "it is pious to sacrifice our own opinion to 
that of the church," and" we must avoid causing any 
disturbance." (p. 161.) 
Catholic tradition, however, being considered a divine 
informant, this right of private judgment cannot of course 
be considered to extend to those matters even of inferior 
moment to which that tradition is supposed to bear witness. 
Now, after attributing so much to the authority of" the 
catholic church," making her infallible in all fundamental 
points of faith, and requiring absolute submission to her 
authority in such points, and the suspension of all private 
judgment upon them, it might reasonably be expected 
thatl\ir. Newman should tell us howwe may learn what this 
church says. He allows this, and remarks, " You speak, 
it may be urged against me, of the church catholic, of the 
church's teacbing, and of obedience to the church. 'Vhat is 
meant by the church catholic at this day 1 'Vhere is she? 
\Vhat are her local instruments and organs 1 How does 
she speak? 'Vhen and where does she teach, forbid, com- 
mand, censure? How can she be said to utter one and the 
same doctrine everywhere, when we are at war with all 
the rest of Christendom, and not at peace at home 1" 
(p. 310.) \Vhat then is his reply? It is as foHows:- 
" JVhatever truth there is in these remarks, still I CANNOT 
ALLOW that what I have been above drawing out is therefore 
a lllere tale of other times, when addressed 
o those who are 
reany bent on serving God as well as they c\.n, and who 
consult what is most likely to please him. The very 
difficulty of applying it will be a test, whether we ear- 
nestly desire to do his wiII or not." (p.311.) 
In other words, he candidly confesses that after all he 
canIlot ten who constitute" the catholic church." Having 
led us into the wood with a promise that we should there 
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find an infallible gniùe in all fundamental points, he fairly 
confesses that he knows not where or what he is, intima- 
ting withal, as we shall see presently, what is a tolerably 
clear proof that to mortal eyes he may ùe indiscerni- 
ble. Can he Le surprised that the reply of many is, 
\Ve have got an infallible guide already, given us by God 
hilllself
 and with that we are contented until you can 
ùistinctly point out to us another of whom you can pro- 
duce equal evidence that he comes from God. 
The church indeed, as consisting- of "the hlessed com- 
pany of all faithful people," must no doubt be always ortho- 
ùox in the fundamentals of the faith. But how is the voice of 
that church to be heard? \Yhere are its declarations and 
decrees to be found? And 1\11'. Newman admits that 
" the promise that the word of truth should not depart 
out of the mouth of the chureh . . . mi
ht be satisfied 
. . . . though this were all, which many think to be its 
highest meaning, that there should always be in the church 
some true believers" (p. 234); i. e. he admits that the true 
church may consist of a select body of ùelievers scat- 
tered throughout the nominal church, so that the voice 
of the leg'islative part of the church may be anything but 
the voice of the true church, i. P. the sound part of the 
professing church. For instance, the voice of the Ho- 
mish church on the doctrine of justification, as heard at 
Trent, may Le anything 1mt the voice of that portion of 
the true catholic church which we may hope is to be 
found within the Romish church; and so may it be in the 
case of any other part of the nominal catholic church. 
Anù what is true in this respect, in the case of each part 
taken separately, will be true ofthe\'\'hole "{ie" edas a whole. 
X everthele:ss, though he is unable to inform us who 
constitute" the catholic church," viewed as an infallible 
guide, and whether it may not after all be a scattered body 
of individuals not traceal,le as a body Ly the eyes of men, 
yet he cannot persuade himself, as he ingenuously con- 
fesses, to gi\-e up his view as one not reducible to practice, 
a wI therefore procec(ls to a
!';erf a claim ill f
\ ,-our of our 
'-OLe 1. E 
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own church being considered by " Anglicans" as the repre- 
sentative of that church, and entitled to the same obedience. 
"To follow the clw?'ch in this day is to foHow the Prayer- 
book." (p.313.-See the whole ofpp.310-17.) Now,ill 
all the expressions of respect, veneration, and attachment 
which he applies to our church, I most cordially agree, 
'V ere it his object to recommend that church to the affec- 
tions of the nation as a holy, scriptural, catholic, and 
apostolical church, and to warn the sects that han> 
departed from her communion of the guilt of separation 
for matters confessedly not affecting the fundamentals of 
the faith-were this, I say, his only object, most cordially 
would I welcome his efforts. But when he places her 
upon an eminence to which she has no rightful claim, 
and to which, notwithstanding the argument, may I not 
say puerile argument, raised from her 20th Article, and 
adoption of the Athanasian Creed, I wiJI venture to say 
she offers no claim; when, in her name, he demands obe- 
dience to her as infallible in all fundamental points of 
faith, and limits the right of private judgment to points 
beyond the limits of what she receives as fundamental, 
then surely it becomes those of her members who do not 
embrace snch doctrine, nor believe it to be hers, to raise 
their protest against such, as it appears to them, dangerous 
ùelusions. 
The difference between these views and those of th(' 
Homish church is merely this,-that the Romish church, 
considering herself to be " the catholic church," (so that 
she avoids the inconsistency of 1\11'. Newman, who makes 
what he acknowledges to be but a part equivalent to t1w 
whole,) asserts that she is infallible not merely in the 
fundamentals of the faith, but in all her decisions, antI 
therefore limits the right. of private judgment to thosp 
points upon which she has not decided; while Mr. N ew- 
man considers the church infallible only in the funda- 
mentals, and therefore seems to allow private judgment 
somewhat greater scope. (See pp. 232, amI 252, 3.) But 
even here, I suspect, the difference is rather nominal than 
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real. For he sa)'
, "The church enforces a fact - apo- 
stolical tradition-as the doctrinal key to Scripture, and 
private judgment expatiates beyond the limits of that tra- 
dition." (p. 225.) N ow he certainly does not limit that 
"tradition" to the fundamental points; and if not, this is 
tantamount to what Rome says, for she claims no power 
for the church of adding to the faith once delivered by 
the apostles, but only of "enforcing" the truths handeù 
down by " apostolical tradition ;" anù such tradition as is 
witnessed to in the writings of the Fathers. The difference, 
then, would be merely this. Rome says that the church 
is infallible, through divine promise, in delivering all 
points as much as in delivering the fundamentals of the 
faith. 1\11'. Newman says tlJat she is not infallible, except 
in the fundamentals, but, having an obvious ltistorical fact, 
apostoIical tradition, to guide her, she cannot make a mis. 
take. A very nice distinction! 
The advancement of such claims in behalf of our church 
appears to me calculated to do her essential disservice, and 
even to alienate the affections of many from her, if led to 
suppose that sucll are her principles. In my humble 
view they are totally opposed to her whole spirit and lan- 
guage. 
Does she refer us to "tradition" as our teacher? So far 
from it, that she says, in her" Exhortation" to her memLer
 
" to the reading of Holy Scripture,"-" Let us diligently 
searclt for tlte well of life in tlte books of tlte J\Tew and Old 
Testament, and not run to the stinking puddles of men's 
traditions, devised by men's imagination, for our justifica- 
tion and salvation. FOR in Holy Scripture is fully con- 
tained what we ought to do and what to eschew, wltat to 
beliere, what to love, and what to look for at God's hands 
at length." (Hom. 1.) Now,,, hatever may Le the traditions 
here referred to, I put it to the common sense of any 
reader whether the direction here given to "search for thp 
well of life in the Looks of the New and Old Testament 
. . . FOR in IIoly 
cripture is fully contained what we 
onght to believe," &c., is consistellt with the direction that 
R2 
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we are to learn the faith from ., tratlition," awl make 
" traùition" a joint rule of faith with Scripture. 
Does she hoM that Scripture is so obscure that it neeùs 
" tradition" to interpret it 1 Nay, she says, " The humble 
man lllay search any truth boldly in the Scripture, with- 
out any danger of error. _\nd if he be ignorant, he ought 
the more to read and to search Holy Scripture to bring 
him out of ignorance." "Althongoh lllany things in Scrip- 
tnre be spoken in obscure mysteries, yet there is nothing- 
spoken unùer <lark mysteries in one place, but the self- 
same thing in other places is spoken more familiarly and 
plainly to the capacity both of learned aud unlearned. 
And those things in the Scripture that be plain to under- 
stand and necessary for salvation, every man's duty is to 
learn them, to print them in memory, and effectuaIIy to 
t-'xercise them." (Horn. 1.) . 
Does she claim obedience to herself as infallible in all 
the fundamental points of faith, and forbid the exercise of 
private judgment upon those points, demanding that they 
!-ihouId be believed upon her interpretation of Scripturp 
a
 the witness of catholic tradition 1 'Yhat mean, then, 
her exhortations to her individualmem bers to " search for 
t.he well of life ill the books of the Old and New Testa- 
ment 1" &c. She makes, therefore, no such presnmptuons 
claim. Nay more, she knows that she needs it not. In 
the humble confidence that her doctrines are agl.eeable 
to the written word of God, she exhorts her members to 
search for themselves in the Scriptures, resting satisfied 
that God's children will find her faith there. 
But on this point, that is, as to the view.s advocated 
by onr church on these matters, I slmll have occasion to 
speak at large in a future chapter. 1 
1\lr. Newman, I allow, makes this claim for the Ch urch of 
England, on the ground of her having faithfully followed 
" catholic tradition." But, in the first place, this is a mat- 
ter of opinion. ROlllanists deny it. Some of our 0" n 
sectarie::; deny it. This cannot, therefore, be takpn fOI. 
J SC
 chap. >..i. 
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granted, and those of us who are unable to compare her 
views with those of' the primitive church are utterly un- 
able to judge in the matter. Supposing it, hmvever, to be 
granted that antiquity preponderates.in her favour, which 
as a matter of private opinion we should have no hesita- 
tion in doing, then the question recurs, what is the value 
of the patristical tradition we possess in any point? Can 
we ratp it higher as a positive testimony than as affording 
a probable or confirmatory argument for that which has 
heen found in Scripture? 
Such are the views which we are required to reeeive as 
exhibiting the doctrine of the Church of England npon 
these points, tlwugh, with singular inconsistency, it is 
allowed that this middle path, as it is called, "has never 
existed except on paper, it has never been reduced to 
practice." (p. 20.) "To take, for instance, the subject of 
private judgment; our theory here is neither Protestant 
nor Roman, and has uever been realized." (p. 21.) "It 
still remains to be tried whether what is called Angli. 
canislll, the religion of Andrews, Laud, Hammond, But- 
ler, and 'Yilson, is capable of being professed, acted on, 
and maintained on a large sphere of action, and through 
a sufE(.icnt period." (p.21.) " Ift11e English Church has 
the mission, hitlterto unfulfilled, of representing a theology 
Catholic but not Roman, here is an especial reason why 
her members should be on the watch for opportunities of' 
bringing out and carrying into effect its distinctive ('ha- 
racter." (p. 24.) "The English doctrine is not embodied 
in any substantive form, or publicly recognised in its de- 
tails." (p. 27.) "The middle path adopted by the Eng
 
lish Chureh . . . . has never heen realized in any re- 
ligious community, and thereby brought home to the 
mind through the senses." (pp. 153, 4.) 11r. N eWUHl1I, 
conscious apparently of this inconsistency, attempts to 
give an explanation of it thus,-" That though Anglicanism 
is not practically reduced to sJstem in its fulne::;
, it does 
exist ill all its parts ill tlu' writings of 0111' divlnes, alltl in 
good lI1easm.c is in actual operation, thuugh with" ar)ling 
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degrees of consi::;tcncy and completeness, in different 
plac('s," (p.28,)-which explanation I leave with the reader. 
He adds, that in points not determined by the Prayer- 
hook, or Thirty-nine Articles, or" episcopal authority," (tl) 0 
Homilies, be it observed, are carefully excluded,) we " are 
not. left to ourselves to determine as we please, but have 
the 
ruidance of our standard writers, and are bound to 
l'onsuIt them, nay, 'when the!! agree, to follow them, but when 
they differ, to adjust or to choose between their opinions," 
(p. 29;) and to know which are our "standard writers," 
we are to observe that" there have ever been three prin- 
cipal parties in the Church of England, the Apostolical, the 
Latitudinarian, and the Puritan," (p. 23 ;) the apostolical 
being represented by a few whom our opponents claim as 
agreeing with them, such as Archbishop Laud anrl others, 
and the other two being" but modifications ofSoC'inianislll 
and Calvinism," (p. 23;) so that we have ouly to throw 
overboard all t110se who differ from the school of Laud, 
and the residue "ill represent the "apostolical" portion 
of the divines of the Church of England, the" standard 
writers." TI1Ís process of elimination is doubtless very 
Jlece::;sary to stamp the doctrine of 1\lr . Newman with the 
character of Anglicanism. Nay, I believe, amI hope to 
prove in a subsequent chapter, that we must eliminate 
most of these apostolicals also, to get at this result. And 
this process affords the shortest path imaginable to a con- 
clusion, for no argument can be less complicated than 
this, Those divines that take my vie"v of the subject are 
the apostolical }->ortion of tI)e divines of our church, the 
rest Leing either Latitudinarian or Puritan, and so "but 
modifications of Socinianislll and Calviuism," and there- 
fore clearly my system of doctrine is Anglicanism and the 
doctrine of the Church of England. That the apostolical 
portion has never been able to get its views acted upon in 
the church is, I suppose, only a sad proof that during the 
whole three centuries of its existence as a reformed 
church, error has ùeen triumphant, and therefore, in 1\lr. 
Newman's words, "is an e::;pecial reason why her members 
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houlù ùe on the watch tor opportunities of bringing out 
and carrying into effect" those views. 
Thus -L\nglicanism and the doctrine of the Church of 
England is not what has been generally and publiely pro- 
fessed and acted upon by that church, but a theory exist- 
ing (as it is supposed) in the writings of some of her 
principal divines; and the church is arraigned at :àlr. 
Newman's ùar for not having carried out this theory,-a 
theory which, as a church, she never recognized,-into 
practice. 
The inconsistency and presumption of all this are truly 
extraordinary. 
.Against such statements it is useless to argue, and 
therefore, with these few remarks to commend them to 
the notice of the reader, I leave them at his dispo:>:al. 


Before we proceed, however, it is very necessa1'y that 
we should point the reader's attention to a few passages 
in the works to which we have referred above, calculated 
to show him the absolute necessity of caution and reserve 
in the perusal of them. Those that. are more closely con- 
nected with our subject I shall notice hereafter in tJ)eir 
appropriate place; but I will give a few here, in order at 
once to show the reader that the statements of the Tracta- 
tors are not to lJe received with that implicit confidence 
which their triumphant tone and assumed intimate ac- 
quaintance and agreement with the Fatllers and eccle- 
siastical antiquity, and the divines of our churell, seem to 
demand of us, and that in fact they may make very strange 
mis-statements and very extraordinary mistakes. 
The first I would notice is one of considerable import- 
ance, and lying at the foundation of the system, i. e. the 
interpretation of that article of the Creed, "I believe in 
the Holy Catholic Church." "Christians," says 1\11'. 
Newman, "have a demand on their teachers for the 
meaning of the article of the Apostles' Creed, which 
binds them to faith in 'the IIoly Catholic Church,'.' (p. 
7); anù cow;equently, to illustrate, as he thinks, that article, 
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the" main object" of his Lectures "is to furnish an ap- 
proximation in one or two points towards a correct theory 
of tlte duties and office of the church catholic;" to direct 
attention to points "connected with tlte pastoral office of 
the church." (pp. 8, 9.) And his doctrine on this subject 
is, that Chri
tians are bound to exercise a "childlike re- 
liance on" the church as "tlle guide which is ordained by 
God to be the interpreter of !tis message." (p. 307, and Sée 
whole of Lect. XI.) The meaning, theréfore, of this 
article of the Creed is evidently assumed to be, (as it has 
IJeen before interpreted by ROl1lanists,) "I believe what 
the Holy Catholic Church says," in accordance with the 
observation already quoted from Dr. Pusey, that" Vìe 
owe . . . to the decisions of the church universal, faith ;" 
and so far from any defence of this exposition being given, 
it is assumed as if it were universally acknowledged, and in 
one at least of the ""Titers of this party I recollect having 
seen the accusation that those who opposed them could 
110t believe one of the articles of the Creed! Now, if' 

Ir. Newman and his party win just turn to that Exposi- 
tion of the Creed which has been so sanctioned in our 
church as to be, I might almost say, of a secondary degree 
uf authority in it, they will find their whole edifice, so far 
as it is built upon this article of the Creed, to be utterly 
without foundation. "'Vhen I say [says Bishop Pear- 
son] , I believe in the Holy Catholic Church,' I mean that 
THERE IS A CHURCH which is holy, and which is catholic." 
" 'Credo sanctam ecclesiam; 1 believe t!tere is a hol!! 
clwl"clt; or 'Credo in sanctam ecclesiam,' is the same; 
nor does the particle in, added or subtracted, make any 
difference." 
And so our learned Dr. ChaloneI', in his Treatise on 
this Article against the Romanists, expressly refutes the 
interpretation given to it by the Tractators, particularly 
"from the word ratlLOlic in the Creed, which by the 
Tridentine catt:chislll's own confession, signifying the 
flock a::; well as the pastol'
, and e
cJudillg 110 time, 110 
pcrsons, nor any cumlitioH of mell. is not l'u::,siblc to 
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be 
een, nor capable to be heard, nor able to be consulted 
with; and therefore, according to the sense whiC'h the 
church believes in this place, it is absurd to conceive that 
these words, credo ecclesiam, I believe that there i.ç a churcIL, 
should be equivalent to these, Credo ecclesiæ, I yield faith 
and belief to the church." 1 
This_ is not the place to enlarge upon the point, but I 
cannot help adding that in the confession of faith sent by 
Alexander, bishop of Alexandria, in his letter to Alexander, 
bishop of Constantinople
 respecting Arius, and which 
1\11'. KeLle himself tells us is "evidently" "a paraphrase 
on the baptismal or apostolical creed then in use at 
Alexandria," 2 this part of it runs thus :-" And in addi- 
tion to this orthodox faitb (EVUE{3f:La ÒO
1J) respecting the 
Father and the Son, as the Holy Scriptures teach us, we 
confess (ÓfLo"A.VYOVfLEJI) one Holy Spirit, who renewed (TO 
ÄatJllUaJl) both the holy men of the Old Testament,3 and 
the divine teachers of the New Testament, and one only 
catholic, namely tlte apostolical, clwrclt [i. e. we confess], that 
shall never be destroyed." 4 
And so indeed the most antient exposition of the Creed 
which we have, I1ii1llely, tlmt by Ruffinus, interprets it,- 
" Therefore they who are taught above to believe in one 
God under the mystery of the Trinity, ought also to be- 
lieve this, that there is one holy church." 5 
I think, t.hen, I shall carry the reader with me when I 
say that any writer who deals thus with an article of the 
Creed ought to be read with very considerable cautiou. 
The error sought to be affixed to that _lrticle is the very 
fouudation of our opponents' systcm, viz. that our faith i:; 
due Hot to :;cripture. hut to what the decision of the 


I Chaloner's Credo Sanctam Eccles. Cathol. ed. 1638. pp. 18, 19. 
2 Serm. A pp. p. 123. 
3 The reader will note this passage as applying to a statement of Dr. ru
cy 
and others on another subject. 
4 Theodoret, IIist. Eccl. i. 3. 
.> IIi ergo qui Bupm in unum J)CUlll crcdere docti sunt bUIJ myslerio Trini- 
latis, credcre etiam hoc debcnt IlIlWn es
(' sanctam ecde
;iam. Run: E"1'08. in 
S.rmb. in art. U Sanctam Ecd('
iam." 
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uni\'ersal church (a thing utterly unattainable) pronounce
 
to he the meaning of Scripture, anù lays down as the truth. 
Another point, which it is impossible to pass over with- 
out notice, is the highly-coloured and exaggerated repre- 
sentation made by 1\-11'. Newman of the views of what he 
calls popular Protestantism, i. e. Protestantism as it stands 
distinguished from his own system. Of the extraordinary 
statements made on this head I will give the reader a 
specImen. 
And, first, of the" Protestant sects," ofwholll he says, 
,. After whatever misgivings or reluctance, they seem to 
allow, or to be in the way to allow, that truth is but 
matter of opinion; that that is truth to each which each 
thinks to he truth, provided he sincerely and really thinks 
it; that the divinity of the Bible itself is the only thing 
that need be believed, and that its meaning varies with 
the individual
 who receive it; that it has no one mean- 
ing to be ascertained as a matter of fact, but that it may 
mean anytlting, because it is said to mean so many tltings." 
[The very thing which 1\lr. Newman's own reasoning in 
many places assumes.] (p. 35.) And accuses them of an 
" adoption of the latitudinarian notion that one creed is 
as good as another." (p. 36.) Now, though I am not 
about to take up the defence of the Protestant sects, I 
cannot but express the pain and regret with which I read 
such sweeping misrepresentations of their views. 
But they are not the only sufferers in this way, for in 
many other similar statements a large proportion of the 
clergy and members of the Church of England are evi- 
dently intended to be included; and the representation 
given of their views, under the title of " Popular Protes- 
tantism," on this subject, are such as these,-" The ex- 
ternal means of judging are such as Scripture, the exist- 
ing church, tradition, catholicity, learning, antiquity, and 
the national faith. Popular Protestantism would DEPRIVE 
US OF ALL THESE EXTERNAL MEANS, except the text of Holy 
Scripture." (p. 156.) ,,
\ wiùely-extended shape of Pro- 
testantism in this couutry, and that which professes to be 
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the most religious of all, maintains that though Scripture 
llJay :seem to mean anything in matters of faith to UIl- 
assi::;ted reason, yet that under the guidance of divine 
illumination it speaks but one doctrine, and is thus the 
instrument of the Holy Ghost in converting the soul. 
tharting from this fundamental article, its advocates speak 
as follows :-that Scripture is the only divine instrument 
given us, that everything else is human," &c.-(which, 
thank God, is very true, but which is followed up by 
tbe following glaring misrepresentation ;)-" It follows, 
that to inquire about the early church, the consent of 
Fathers, unbroken testimonies, or councils, to inquire 
when the churcb first became corrupt, or to make the 
primitive writers a COlllment upon the inspired text, are 
Lut MELANCHOLY AND PERNICIOUS FOLLIES." (pp. 191, 2.) 
" The popular theory of njecting all otller HELPS, and read- 
ing the BiLle only." (p. 200.) And this in a country wher(' 
cOUlmentaries and biblical works, and all "helps" to the 
right interpretation of the Bible, are sought after \vith 
avidity! "In tlle English church we shall hardly.find ten ()7" 
twenty neighbouring clergymen lc/wagree together, and that, 
n()t in the non-essentials of religion, but as to what are its 
clemen tory and necesscLTY doctrines; or as to the fact 
u:lwtlle1' there are any necessary doctrines at all, any distinct 
and definite faith required for salvation." (pp. 394, 5.) 
..\gain; "I trust that the foregoing lectures have dis- 
posed us to take a more cheerful view of what the 
Protestantism of the day considers a hardship. It C()ll- 
:-ïiders it a hardship t() have anytlting clearly and distinctly 
told it in elucidation of Scripture doctrine, an infringement 
()n its right of doubting, and mistaking, and labouring in 
vain. And the violent effort to keep ibelf in this state of 
ignorance-this unnatural 'stopping of its ears,' and 
, throwing du::;t into the air' after the pattern of those 
.Jews who would not hear the voice of apostles and 
martyrs,-all this it dignifies by the title of defcnding 
the sacl"('d rigltt of privatejndg;lIlcnt, caBs it a holy canse, 
a righteous battle, and other large and sellselc:;s epithets. 
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But I trust that we have learneù to glory in that which 
the world [i. e. "the Protestantism of the day,"] calls a 
bondage. \Ve do boast and exult in bearing Christ':; 
yoke, whether of faith or of obedience, [which of course 
" the Protestantism of the day" does not]; and we con- 

ider his creeù not as a tyrannical infliction, God forbid! 
or a jealous test, [as of course "the Protestantism of the 
day" does consider it]; but as a glorious privilege, which 
we are ready to battle and to suffer for, yea much more 
ready, so be it! through his grace, than they for their 
low, carnal, and despicable licence to reject it." (pp. 
284, 5.) 
Anù thus the whole body of his opponents are held up 
to the reader (according to the old ariifice of the Uo- 
manists against the Protestants) as men that utterly de- 
spise the testimony of antiquity and the Fathers; and 
b
cause they refuse to receive patristical tradition as a 
divine informant, are abused as persons who think it a 
hardship to have Scripture clearly eXplained to them, and 
look upon Christ's creed as a tyrannical infliction, amI 
are compared to those who stopped their ears when the 
apostles were speaking. 
On such statements as these it is quite unnecessary to 
offer a remark, and therefore I will only say, that it is 
difficult to understand how Mr. N eWlllan can suppose that 
they can have any other effect with persons at all well 
informed on the subject than to recoil with tenfold force 
upon their author. One can hardly, however, help re- 
marking that Homish lloctrines and Romish tactics gene. 
rally go together. 
I will give but one more extract in illustration of this 
point. "How very extravagant is the opposite notion 
now so common, that belief in the Bible is tlIP sole or 
main condition for a man being considered a Chris- 
tian! how very uncltristian the title by which many men 
delight to designate themselves, turning good words into 
bad, a
 Biblc-ckristill/lS! \Ve are all of us Bible-christians 
in one sen
c; but the tCl.1ll as actually ll
ed is unchri
tiaIJ, 
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for the fi)lIowing reasoll,-llirectly it is assumed that the 
main condition of communion is the acceptance of th(' 
Bible as the word of God, doctrines of whatever sort be- 
come of but secondary importance." (p. 291.) 
Now, I would ask 1\11'. Newman, as this doctrine-that 
the mere acceptance of the Bible as the word of God, 
independently of a consideration of the doctrines it may 
he held to snpport, is the main condition for a man being 
considered a Christian,-is "so com'flOfl " among his oppo- 
lWllts, to name a few worthy of notice who hold this 
doctrine. If he cannot do so, he must be content to be 
charged with a very grievous misrepresentation of their 
yiews. The fact is, (as he can hardly but be aware,) 
that the meaning of the great hody of those who call 
themselves Bible-christians is nothing of the kind, for they 
hold, as much as 1\-11'. Newman, that there are fundamental 
doctrines in Christianity, a belief of which is necessary" 
But the term is used to distinguish between those who 
hold that the Bible only is a divine informant, and those 
who hold that there is another divine informant besides 
the Bible. And thus the Romanists have made use of it 
as a term of reproach for the Protestants, as holding that. 
the Bible alone is the rule of faith; a reproach which 1\11'. 
Newman and his party seem most desirous to show is 
inapplicable to them, but which our excellent Archbishop 
Tenison will tell them ought to be very differently met 
by us, and received not as a reproacll but an honour. "The 
faith of the reformed," says the Archbishop, "has by some 
of their adversaries of the Roman persuasion been called 
Biblislll: and they themselves have had the name of 
Biblists given to them. And those they look upon as 
names of honour, though they were intended as marlls of 
infamy by the inrcntors of them: for it is both a safe and a 
U.01.tllY practice, to talw for their rule the nrord of God 
rather thall the u.ord of man. That 'lcas the rule lchic!t 
Christ left to !tis ('hurch, and the judiciolls and sincere 
Christians of all ages lW'l'e .tjoverncd tlwlIlseh"cs by it ; for 
they have believed, as St. Atlwnasi1ls did, ' That the FloTy 
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and Dirinp Scriptures are of themselves sufficient fn]" SlWll'- 
ing the trutlt.''' 1 
I hope, therefore, that we may still take leave to " de- 
lig-ht in the name" of Biblists and Bible-christians, as 
distinguishing us from tho<ö;e who hold such doctrines a
 
that advocated by the Tractators; and that IVIr. Newman 
will hesitate before he again misrepresents as he has done 
those who do delight in that name. 
It is worthy of remark also, that while the mouths of 
individuals arguing from Ole Bible are to be stopped, one 
who argues from the testimony of " Tradition," or what 
appears to him to be so, may l'aise his voice against the 
whole church. "'V e," it is added, " make it every indi- 
viùual's prerogative to maintain and defend tlte Creed 
 . . 
The hlllllbiest and meanest among Christians may defend 
the faith against the whole church, if the need arise ;" and 
the way in which this individual is to ascertain that his 
interpretation of the Creed is right, is "to ascertain the 
fact what is the meaning of the Creed in particular points, 
since matter of opinion it is not, any more than the his- 
tory of the rise and spread of Christianity itself," as if the 
Creed was not open as mueh to variety of interpretation 
as the Scripture. This surely comes particularly unfor- 
tunately after such an exposition of an article of the Creed 
as we have had to notice above by one who is such an ad- 
mirer and student of antiquity as IVIr. Newman. And how 
this doctrine is to be reconciled with his statements in other 
parts respecting our duty to follow the church as the keeper 
and witness of catholic tradition, is inconceivable. 
It is very painful to have to deal with such mis-state- 
ments. To expose their unfairness sufficiently without 
appearing to insinuate wilful misrepresentation, (which in 
this case I am far from wishing to do,) is most difficult. 
Does he really suppose that because some hot-headed 
and ill-informed men may have chosen to talk nonsense, he 
is justified in thus vituperating (for it is nothing less) that 


I Popery not founded on Scripture. Lonùon, 1688, 4to. Intmd71ction, p. 5. 
The Introduction was written hy Tenison, tllC rcst of the volume hy others. 
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large body of his ùrethren in the church, as well as those' 
out of the church, who oppose his views 1 1\11'. Newman 
knows well the effect upon the popular mind of such a 
representation of the views of an antagonist as shall lead 
them to conclude that he is in the extremes of absurdity 
and fanaticism. But such statements savour much 11101'(' 
of party zeal and special pleading than of Christian 
candour and the upright defence of a good cause. He 
must ùe perfectly conscious that his views are strenuousl) 
opposed by men to whom the sentiments which he has 
here attributed to his opponents would be as object.ionable 
as they can be to himself. 
The same unfair mode of arguing is adopted by 1\11'. 
Keble, though not certainly to the same extent. All his 
remarks tend to make the reader suppose that those who 
oppose !tis view of the value of" tradition," antiquity, and 
the l<'athers, deny that they have any value at all. Thus, 
after having observed, " 'Ve love not to allow that in any 
sense we rest our fait!t (fnd practice upon tradition," 
he immediately adds, "and ... objections the 1110st 
contradictory are brought to justify this our determined 
disregard of antiquity;" as if there was no medium 
between " resting our faith and practice upon tradition," 
and a " determined disre'gard of antiquity." (p. 39, and 
see similar remarks, pp, 7 -t-, 87, &c.) N ow this is a loose 
and ad captandum style of argument which may deceive' 
many readers, but to one who looks for an accurate and 
judicious treatment of the subject, it betrays a bias mHI 
prej udiced state of mind very far from satisfactory. 
Take also the following instance :-" Our ultra-Pro- 
testant," says the author of Tract 81, " \\ ould consistently 
reject the doctrine of the sacrifice, (as he would the rite 
of infant baptism,) hecausc there is no explicit authority 
for it in IIoly Scripture, liG .r;tatement of it totidem z.erbis; 
the anglican divine must receive it as the doctrine of the' 
church catholic coinciding with !tints of Holy Scripture:.) 
The writer of this wa
, or oug"ht to ha'"e been, perfectly 
1 Tract RI, pp. 2f!, C). 



G.t 


DOCTRINE OF THE TRACTATOnS. 


aware that the persons to whom he applies the name of 
" Ultra-Protestant
," do not hold the necessity of a state- 
ment of doctrine totidem verbis in Scripture, but that a 
doctrine should follow by necessary consequence from what 
is stated in Scripture. The reader will also observe what in 
onr opponent's view is the Anglican doctrine on this sub- 
ject, namely, that we are bonnd to receive as "the doctrine 
of the church catholic," whatever is stated by certain 
Fathers, and has" !tints" of Holy Scripture in its favour. 
But in truth there is a great deal of haste (to use 
no harsher term) displayed by our opponents in more 
than one respect in their endeavours to propagate their 
views, which has led to very much and very grievous 
misrepresentation of the sentiments, not only of those 
whom they oppose, but of those whom they would fain 
make the reader think are their friends, that is, the 
great majority of our best divines,-a misrepresentation 
'ldticl, has been tlle mainstay of tlu'ir cau.<;e. Men who 
have in the most clear, explicit, and direct terms op- 
posed the view they ad vocate, are coolly and deliùerately 
quoted by them as the supporters of their scheme, even 
in the very works in which it is repudiated. To give but 
one instance. They themselves refer to the famous rule 
of Vincentius as the groundwork of their scheme on 
the subject of " tradition," making that rule the certain 
test of t1.uth, and endeavouring to persuade us that thus 
it had been considered by all our great English divines; 
referrillg,among othei>s, to the learned Bishop Stillingfleet, 
especially his work on " The Grounds of Protestant Reli- 
gion," who in that very work says,-" 'Vise men who haye 
thoroughly considered of Yincentius his way, though in 
general they cannot but approve of it so far as to think it 
highly improbable, that there should be antiquity, univer- 
sality, and consent, against the true and genuine sense of 
Scripture, yet when they consider this way of Yincentius, 
with all those cautions, restrictions, and limitations set 
.10wn ùy him, (1. 1. c. 39,) they are apt to think that hp 
hath prT '\IEN TO A WILD-GOOSE en .\
E TO FiND OPT A NY- 
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TIlING ACCORDING TO IIIS RULES; and tlwt St. Augustine 
spake a great deal more to tlte purpose wlten lte spalw con- 
cerning ALL tlle writers of tlte cll'ltrrlt, , tltat altltough tllP!! 
!tad never so muclt learning and sanctity he did not think it 
true because t!Ley tltought so, but because tltey persuaded him 
to believe it true, either from the authority of Srripture or 
some probable reason." (p. 279, ed. 1665.) And in another 
part, he shows" how little certainty" there is " in his way 
of finding out traditions." (p.2-1:7.) Now this rule is put 
forth by our opponents a
 the test of " apostolical tradi- 
tion," and that which is supposed to stand this test is a 
divine informant, having autlJOrity over our consciences as 
supplementary to and interpretative of Scripture, amI of 
this view Bishop StiIlingfleet is continually quoted as the 
supporter, even from the Y('r). work from which we have 
given the abo,'e extracts. 
Other instances of thi,;; the reader shall have in abun- 
ùance hereafter. 
Further, let us inquire how far their accuracy may be 
relied upon in their statements respecting antiquit.y and 
the views and doctrines of the Fathers, where the reader 
might suppose from the tone they have assumed, that their 
knowledge was of the most perfect kind, and that. their 
statements were the result of long study and intimate 
acquaintance with the records of antiquity. 
'Vhat does the reader think of the following passage? 
-" The baptismal confessions recorded in the Acts are of 
this nature, ' I believe that Jesus is the Son of God,' -' I 
believe in Jesus Christ,' and the like. But this elemen- 
tary confession, thus brief and incomplete as far as the 
express words went, seems even before the apostles' death 
to have been expanded and moulded into form, and 
in tlwt form or type it has remained up to this day in tlte 
baptismal service. I say t!Lis was done in tlte apostles' days, 
because history bears witness to the fact, caning it 'the 
Creed,' , the Apostles' Creed,' the treasure and legacy of 
faith which the apostles had left to their converts, and 
which wa
 to he preserved in tIt(-' church to the end. 


YOL.I. 
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Indeed, St. P
ml, in his first Epistle to the Corinthians, 
so speaks of it when quoting part of ii, viz. as that which 
had been committed to him, and which he had committed 
in turn to his converts, (1 Cor. xv. 3.)" (pp.260, 261.) 
This brief mode of settling everJtl1Ïng is quite amusing. 
The Creed which we now have was certainly put into its 
present form by the apostles, for some writers who lived 
long after 
for tbat is all the testimony we have) call it 
the Apostles' Creed, and if this is not a sufficient proof, 
remember St. Paul himself has quoted it in 1 Cor. xv. 3, 
though he does not say so. 
Such a statement as this at the present day is re
l1y 
pxtraordinary; more especially from one who professes 
:m intimate aCCInaintance with antiquity. Bnt it is 
merely an echo of the statements of some Romish writers; 
and statements, be it remembered, which are repudiated 
by the more learned members even of that church. On 
this point, hmvever, we shall have to speak at large in 
another place, to which therefore I refer the reader. 
(See c. 4.) 
Let us now see how far we may depend upon the cor- 
rectness of their quotations from the Fathers. It is a favo- 
rite observation with 1\11'. Newman and lV1r. Keble, that 
"Tradition teaches, Scripture proves." On the cor- 
rectness or incorrectness of this observation I say no- 
thing here. 1\1 y only concern now is with the folIo\\- 
ing quotation from Athanasius introduced in proof of 
it." Athanasius," says 1\lr. Newman, "in the following 
passage, distinguishes between Tradition as teaching, and 
Scripture as proving, verifying doctrine. 'Our f.'lith is 
correct, and is deri7:ed from Apostolical teaching and the 
Tradition of the Fathers, being establislted out of the New 
amI Old Testaments.' (Ad Adelph. 
. 6.)" (p. 385.) 1\lr. 
Keble, still more boldly shaping the passage to his own 
mind, says,-" St. .Athanasil1s more than once mentions a 
certain' form or stamp of the faith of a Christian,' by re- 
currence to which doctrines may be best tried, and heresy 
repressed; and tltis fnJ"1n or stamp, lie say.'i, we receire b.1l 
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tradition, but (Ire {{Me to tlel/LOw.lrate it úy tlte SCI'iptllre.... 
Ep. ad Adelph. tom. i. U 1-1-. E ;" adding part of the sen- 
tence in the original. (p. 124.) And in the next page 
he gives us this translation of the portion he refers to,- 
" , To us belongs the right faith, setting out from the npo- 
stolical teaching and tradition of tlte Fathers, and confirmed 
both by the New and the Old Testament.' Could he lmve 
said more clearly, , Tradition teaches, Scripture pro\-es?' " 
(p. 125.) 
N ow this passage with its context stands thus ;-- 'HpwJ' 
èe li 7rtUTU; Eurev 1Í op()1J, "aL f:" èLcau"a
wç A 7rOUT(J
WJ/ (or, A 7T'O- 
uTn
L""ç) ÓPP.WP.EJ/T} I\{(L r.UP((
OUEWÇ TWI' 7rurepwJ' /3t:ßOIOVflEV1] f:I\ 
Tf: VEnç I\((l 7ra
aeuç cW()'l"1Jç. TWV pEl' 7T'pO
T}ntJv 
EYOJ'TWV. A..o- 
UTEí
ov TOV L\oyvv UOV I\CLL T1JJ/ U
1]()E(((V UOV. "at, I
ov 1/ UapfJEJ/of; 
EV yaarpe É!Ee. . . . . . 1Í 2f: A7rc.,UTO
WJ' 'irapu(oueç (Jeouu"n, Tnv 
pE J' llETpOV 
EYOJ'TO{.' XpeuTOv nvv V7rEfJ 'íJ-LWV ?!a()ovTot; uap"L 
[1 Pet. iv. 1.] TOV h rrav
ov ypalþOJ'Toç, llpoui5Exnfl.EvoL T1JV P(l- 
,...apeav E
7re((L . . . . [Tit. ii. 13.]. Ep. ad Adelph. 
I give the portion of this passage, quoted by 1\11'. New- 
man and 
Ir. Keble, stopped as in the editions preceding 
the BeneJ.ictine, and supported by the authority of the 
learneJ. Peter K ann ius, a Roman Catholic Professor at 
Louvain,l I translate it thus,-" But our faith is the or- 
thodox faith, both taking its rise from the teaching' of the 
A postles, and confirmed by the tradition of the Fathers, 
derived both from the New anJ. Old Testament; tI}(\ 
prophets saying, Send out thy 'Y orJ. and thy Truth, amI, 
Behold a virgin shall be ,vith child, &c.; and tile tradi- 
tion of the apostles teaches us, Petf'r saying, , Christ there- 
fore having suffered for us in the flesh,' anù Paul writing, 
, I
ooking for that blessed hope, &c.' " 
This passage, however, the Benedictine editors have 
stopped so as to make it, if p05sible, speak the views of 
Romanism, by inserting a comllla after 7raTEpWV, and thus 
connecting f3EßawvpevT} with what follows, and translating 


I Nostra contra fides recta est, et ex ùoctrilla Apobtoliea ct traditione 
Patrum confirmata, et N 0\'0 et Veteri Testamento, eum et Prophetæ clamant, 

\.c. See edition of Athanasius, publisllCd, Colon. I GRlì. \"01. i. p. 159. 
F 2 
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the pa
sage according to this pl11U'tuation. 1\lr. Newman 
and 1\lr. Keùle Jmve followecl in their wake; the latter 
having even gone so far as to translate the paesage, "the 
apustolical teaching and t1'arlition of the Fatllers," as if it 
referred to the apostollcal tearhing of tlle Fathers, a transla- 
tion which the very position of the words wholly forbids. 
Indeed I do not believe that they can point out any pas- 
sage in the Fathers in which the words, "the teaching of 
the apostles," or "the apostolical teaching," are put for 
the report we derive of that teaching from the Fathers. 
N ow whether the new Benedictine punctuation be correct 
or not, it is unnecessary here to inquire, though it seems 
to me quite inconsistent with the construction of the 
sentence. It is sufficient to observe, that the imme- 
diate context sbows wbat Athanasius means by "tlu' 
teaching of tlle apostles," viz. that which "the TRADITION 
(if tlle apostles TEACHES us," in their u"/'itings, the very pas- 
sages from Peter and Paul to which he. refers as "the 
tradition of the apostles" being }Jointed out; and therefore 
that the sense put upon his words ùy 1\lr. Newman and 
1\1r. Keble is far from what he intended. But it is an 
old quotation of the Romanists against us, from whom our 
opponents appear to have bon'owed it without even con- 
sulting the context. 1 
The observation of 1\11'. Keble as to a certain form or 
stamp of faitlt being here referred to, and said to be rc- 


1 The passage., according to the old punctuation, is precisely accordant with 
the view we dcfcnd, for that "the tradition of the Fathers" is a confirmatory 
argument for the truth of a doctrine derived from Scripture is what we main- 
tain, and this is all for which this passage could be aùduced. I would ju
t 
observe also, that the word 7raufJ(J)JI is sometimes used for the writers of the 
Old Testament, a sense which woulù well suit the construction of this sentence. 
1t is so used by Hyppolytus the l\Iart,yr, who, speaking of the prophets, says, 
ðvrot -yap 7rJl
V,",C1.T& 7rpO<þ7JT&ICW {)& 7ra:HpH KaT7]p'TLU,",
JlOL. (De Antichristo, 
. 
. 
Ope ed. Fuhr. 1716-18. vol. i. p. 5.) The word is also used in a very similar 
sense, i. e. ofthe writers ofthe Holy Scriptures generally, by CJril of Alðan- 
dria, who speaks of those writings as, ál 'TlAJJI å-YLlAJJI 7rauplAJJI uV)'-ypacþlXL. (Dc
. 
Trin. Dial. l.Op. Tom. .5. P. 1. p. 388.) And b.r Cyril of Jerusalem, AOL7rOJl ð
 
fLS 'Tas 8
LC1.S -ypa!þas 
7raJl
^8lAJ,",
JI, KaL 7rLJlCA.',",
JI Íiða'Ta a7rO 
,",
'T
pWJI "TI'EtWJI, å-YLWJI 
7ra'T
pwJI. Cat. 16. 
. 5. ed. l\Iilles. p. 2:?H. 
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ceiveù Ly tradition, is perfectly unaccountable, for neither 
in the passage or the context is there anything of the 
kind, and not the less remarkable from his placing a fcw 
'words of the Greek original at the foot of his page, as if 
he had really found his assertion in the original. Indeed 
1\11'. Keble himself, referring to the same passage in the 
next page, tells us that the terms in question do not occur 
t here. But unfortunately, again forgetting this, he in the 
following page recurs to his first assertion as correct, and 
makes it of considerable use to his argument, observing, 
"This same' form of the faith,' for wltich as we have seen 
.Atltanasius looked to tradition, he affirms elsewhere to 
have been," &c. (p. ]26.) 
Poor Athanasius! This is indeed hard treatment of 
one who in every page \vith laborious reiteration refers to 

cripture as that from which every individual is to satisfy 
himself of the truth. It is quite astonishing, indeed, how 
anyone at all acquainted wi
h the works of Athanasiu" 
can suppose that he is addu
ible in favour of the views 
advanced by 1\11'. Newman amI 1\11'. Keble. 
The reader will observe that in this passage of AtlJa- 
nasius the Scriptures of the apostles are called "the tra- 
dition of the apostles." The word tradition is constantly 
used by the Fathers in this sense, i. e. as significati ve of 
tlte Scriptures, amI this, as lllay be supposed, has given 
rise to many perversions of their meaning, which makes 
it very necessary for us to be on our guard against being 
misled by scraps selected from their writings, in which the 
word tradition occurs, and which are adduced. in proof of 
the value of ecclesiastical tradition, when in fact they are 
applicable only to the SC1'iptural tradition. 
Thus Athanasius says,..........." He that abides by tIle tradi- 
tions (rot(; 7rapaðo(JElul,) is safe. And we exhort you, as we 
exhort oursel ves, to preserve tlte faitlt tltat has been deli- 
vertd to us, (TIP' 7rUpaðo(JEluav 7rlUTU', the traditional faith)." 
'Vltat a strong passage, it might be said, in favour of 
tradition! And thus it has been quoted by the Romanist::;. 
llut when we take it with its context, we find that nothing 
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is le!;s meant than patristical tradition. It is the tratlitioH 
of Scripture which alone is referred to, and the expression 
"THE traditions," as thus applied, shows that the term was 
more especially descriptive of Scripture. 
The whole passage stands thus,-" For things great and 
J.ifficult of apprehension are received by faith in God. 
'Yhence they who have weak intellects fall away, unless 
they should be persuaded to abide in the faith, and avoid 
idle questions. 'Vherefore the Llessed Paul said, , 'Vith- 
out controversy great is the mystery of godliness, God was 
manifest ill the fleslt,' &c. Since therefore we have 
heard that some among you are troubled, and desire let- 
ters from us concerning the common faith, which was in- 
troduced by tlte apostles, we write, that to search cu- 
riously into it is the duty of few, but to hold the faith, of 
all who would obey God. . . . .. For he who searches 
into things which are above his ability is in imminent 
danger, but he who abides by tlte traditions is safe. Anù 
we exhort you, as we exhort ourselves, to keep tlte faith 
tbat has been delivered to us, and to turn away from profane 
novelties of speech, aud to enjoin this upon all, that they 
shouM fear to institute curious inquiries respecting so 
great a mystery, and confess that God has been mallifest 
in tlle fleslt according to tIle apostolical tradition (TJ}JI 

\7rOUT()XL
'lJ1 7T'UPUdOUU')." De incarn. Verbi Dei, illite 
The whole passage i
 well worthy of notice, not only 
as showing the patristical use of the word tradition, but 
also as showing the different view which Athanasius took 
uf the use of Scripture to that which 
lr. N eWm<l1l 
advocates. The sum and substance of this passage is, that 
it is the duty of the man of weak intellect to go to Scrip- 
ture, the scriptural tradition, and keep the faith as THERE 
delivered to us. .. 
There is also another passage where hoth 1\lr. Newman 
and 1\lr. Keble have allowed themselves to follow an 
alteration slipped without notice into the punctuation of 
the text of AtlIallasius by the Benedictine Editors, where 
the 
cnse is materially changed in f.:nour of HOll1ish doc- 
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trinc, amI, moreover, the construction of the sentence un- 
warrantahly tampered with. The pas!sage is in the letter 
to Epictetus, and relates to those who were propagating 
the Apollinarian heresy, and is thus translated by 1\11". 
Newman, " They ought to receive this answer and nothing 
beyond, ' It is enough that these are not the doctrines of 
the church nor of the Fathers.''' (p. 387.) 1\lr. Keble's 
translation is in effect precisely the same. (p. 128.) And 
then the passage is adduced as a proof of the sufficiency of 
church-tradition to satisfy the mind of the truth of a doc- 
trine. 
Now the passage as it stands in all the editions preced- 
ing the Benedictine reads thus;- Ta yap ÓVTW <þavEpWt; ðE'tK- 
I vp.Eva cþavÀa, YVfu'a'Elv E7rt 7rÀEtOV Kat 7rEptEpya(EU()W OV CEl, 
tl'L( pll TOU; cþtÀOVElKOVUtVf;Jt;; Of'cþtßoÀa Vop.tU()1J. 'I TOVTO POI'OV a7rO- 
Kptvuu()at 7rpOt;; Ta TOWVTa, Kat Et7rELJ' ap"El, ÓTl ovK Eun TCLVTa T1Jt;; 
KU()OÀlK1Jt;; EKKÀ1JU m r, ovct: TUVTU ót 7runpt:t;; EcþPOV"UUV.1 i. c. 
" For doctrines which are SQ manifestly unsound it is not 
right to expose more to view and make much of, lest they 
should be considered hymen who love to dispute as doubtful 
points; or [i. e. or if you argne at all against them] it i
 
sufficient to give this answer only to such things, and to 
say, that these are not the doctrines of the catholic church, 
nor was this the mind of the Fathers." 
Athanasius here very wisely no doubt advise::; tlte bishvp 
tv wllOm lie was writing, 110t to hold disputes with those 
uuder hilIl concerning doctrines manifestly heretical, lest 
they should he thought deùateable points, but to say at 
once, These are not the doctrinf's of the catholic church, 
and, therefore, I cannot allow them to bc publicly disputed 
about by those who are in the communion of the church. 
But the Benedictine Editors ùy silently altering the pun('- 
tuation thus, Kat Et7rt:tJl. ApKt:t ÖTt K. T. À. (leaving no verb, be 
it observed, to the infinitives a7rOKptVau()at and Ef7rEtI') have 
thought to make Athanasius advise the bishop to tell the 
heretics with whom he had to deal, that this was a SUF}.'!- 
CJ ENT proof against their doctrinc, that it wa::; Hot the 


I Epist. ad El'ict. pl'OpC illit. ed. Co]. }(ìR6. tom. i. p. 584. See HCIl. 
l'll. tom. i. p. !1fI3. 
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true doctrine. This eme1tdativll of the punctuation of 
..Athanasius, 1\lr. Newman and 1\lr. Keble have implicitly 
followed, and from it deduce a sentiment completely 
opposite to the whole tenor of his writings. I do not 
charge them with any unfainzess in this, because they were 
probably not aware of the alteration, but it shmvs the ne- 
cessity of narrowly examining their quotations. And I 
must be allowed to add, that there is another part of the 
same quotation where it is not quite so easy to acquit 
them of partiality in their translation. 'Vhy does 1\'1r. 
Newman translate the words T1JV EV(U:ß'l 7rlUTlV, "the reve.. 
rent faith of tlte church?" (p. 386.) And 
Ir. Reble, "the 
Creed of the true religion?" (p. 127.) \Vhy this partial 
translation to suit their own peculiar views? The words 
are merely "the orthodox faith." 1\11'. Keble's renùer- 
ing, moreover, is peculiarly unfortunate, implying that the 
heretics were to be silenced by " the Creed," when in the 
words immediately preceding it is stated, that the heretics 
in question boasted of their adherence to the Nicene Creed. 
N or is there any reason why the words " the orthodox 
faith" here should not mean the same as "the faith that 
has been delivered to us" in the last passage, where the 
words had a direct reference to Scripture. 
Further, what is the meaning of the phrase "the 
Fathers" in this passage? It refers exclusively to tlw 
J.àtlteTS assembled at tlte COUllcil of -,-Vice, (as any reaùer of 
the context will see at once, and as the phrase is often used 
both by .Athanasius and others,) to whose sentiments 
Athanasius refers as sufficient for the occasion, because the 
church in which these disputes were, and indeed the dis- 
putants themselves, professed to receive their Creed; just 
as in the Church of England it would be a sufficient an- 
swer for a private bishop to make to any disputants upon 
points settled by the public confession of the church, to 
say, I cannot allow these matters to be disputed about by 
you who profess to be members of the church, as if they 
were debateable points, when the church has already de- 
termined them and made the reception of thcm esscntial 
to communion with her. 
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And hènce we lllay observe, that even admitting the 
Benedictine punctuation, the passage is not necessarily 
favourable to the views of our opponents; because the 
sufficiency of the testimony spoken of would refer not to its 
sufficiency for the establishment of the truth in the ab- 
stract, but to its sufficiency for the termination of the dis- 
putes spoken of. 
This passage, then, leaves the question between us and 
the Tractators utterly untouched. 
"T e have already observed,! that the word tradition is 
freq uently used by the Fathers to denote Scripture, 
sometimes alone, but more frequently connected with some 
word descriptive of its author. Thus the Scriptural tra- 
dition of the New Testament is sometimes cal1ed tlte 
Apostolical tradition, which refers to the Acts and Epistles 
of the New Testament, and sometimes tlte Evangelical tra- 
dition, significative of the Gospels of the Evangelists, 
these two parts of the New Testament being generally 
di
tinguished from each other by the early Fathers. On 
this subject we shall have to speak more fully in 
another place, but I just notice it again here partly in 
order to put the reader on his guard on so important a 
point, and partly as introductory to the next passage to 
which I have to call his attention in the work of 1\11'. 
X ewman,-a passage which, coming as it does from one 
who professes so intimate an acquaintance 'with the writ- 
ings of the Fathers, is indeed most strange. But it quite 
explains how it is that he thinks the Fathers such de- 
fenders of" tradition." 
The passage is as follows :-" He [i. e. 
\thanasius ] con- 
cludes with these words, in which t!tr same distinctiun is 
made as has already been pointed out betzeeen TIlE TRADI- 
TION OF THE CHURCH as an antecedent argument, a fair 
plea, ORJHNARILY SUPERSEDING INQUIRY, and, on tlw other 
hand, n hen for one reason or another the inquiry has 
}H"occedcd, 
CI ipture as the only basis of sound argument 
and conclusion. 'I have written the abo,"c, beloved, 
1 :See pp. H, 13 ami ti9. 
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though really it was unnecessary, tor tlte Eumgelical tnt-. 
ditivn is snfficient by itself; but since you asked concern- 
ing. our faith, and because of those who are desirous of 
trifling with their theories, and do not consider that he 
who speaks out of his private judgment speaks a lie. 
}'or neither the comeliness nor the glory of the Lord's 
human body can be adequately expressed by tlJe wit of 
man, but we speak so far as we are able, viz. confess what 
has been done, as it is in Scripture, and to won;hip the 
true and living GoJ., for the glory and acknowledgment 
of his love towards man,' &c. (Contr. Apollin. i. 9, 11, 
22, fin.)" (p. 388.) 
1\1r. Newman, therefore, would have us suppose that 
the phrase 1] EvayyÛ\tK1J 7T'apaðOUH;, tlte Evangelical tradition, 
means the tJ.adition of the c1wrclt, and upon this extraordi- 
nary mistake founds the observation that from this pas- 
sage it is clear that Athanasius thought that the tradition 
of the ch urch is an antecedent argument oTdinarily sllper- 
seding inquiry. If, then, it should turn out that" the Evan- 
gelical traJ.ition" means Scripture, why then, upon l\Ir. 
Newman's own showing, it is the opinion of Athanasius 
that Scripture is the antecedent argument ordinarily su- 
perseding further inquiry. 
'Vhatever " the Evangelical tradition" may be, it i::. 
clearly the opinion of Athanasius, that it is" SUFFICIENT 
BY ITSELF" (avTUpK1Jt;;) to teach the faith. 
N ow the fact is, that this phrase is a commrm phras(' 
with the Fathers for tlte Gospels, the tTaditioll vf the 
Evangelists, as distinguished from the Acts and Epistles, 
which they call the tTaditioll of tlw Apostles or tlte Apostv- 
lical tradition. 
Thus Gregory Nyssen ;-" But the argument from the 
inspired volume upon the point in question each one may 
g'atlwr abundantly from both Testaments. For many 
lUay easily be found in the prophets and the law, and 
many both in the Evangelical altd Apostolical traditÏlms," 
(f"V EvayyÛuK'utç .t: Kat A7T'OUTO
I.l"act;; 7T'npU(OfTf"Ul). De 'Til'g. 
C', xi. cd. Par. 1615. t0111. 2. p. 57!). 
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So Cyril of Alexandria; -" He would have them be 
gentle and patient, according to the Evangelical tradi- 
tions" (Ta<; EVflYYEÆlKUÇ 7rUP({COCTE[C). In Isa. c. lxvi. ver. 5. 
Other examples occurin Socrates, Hist. Eccl.lib. ii. c. 7, 
and in Balsamon aJ.. Can. 6. Concil. Nic. Sec. 
And so Cyprian says, " 'Vhence is that tradition? Does 
it descend from Dominical and Evangelical authority, or 
does it come from the commands and epistles of the 
.A postles? For God testifies that those things are to be 
done which are wTitten . . . . . . If, therefore, either it 
is commanded in the Gospel, or is contained in the 
Epistles or Acts of the Apostles . . . . . let that divine 
and holy tradition be observed. . . . . . If in anything 
the truth has not been steadily maintained, let us return 
to the Dominical original and tlte Evangelical and Aposto- 
lical tradition." (Ad originem Dominicam et Evangelicam 
et .Apostolicam tradition em revertamur.) Epist. 74. ad 
Pomp. 
And what is still more conclusive, if possible, we find 
Jerome, when translating a passage of Polycrates, trans- 
lating the words TO EvaYì'EÀLOV, tlle Gospel, (referring to 
Scriptll're,) by " evangelica traditio," tlte Evangelical tradi- 
i ion. 1 
Indeed, I woulJ. ask 1\lr. Newman where he can find 
the phrase used ill the early Fathers to mean anything else. 
So that "tlle E1Jangelical tTadition" means t he Gospels, 
anJ. the passage of Athanasius recoils with no little force 
upon 
Ir. N ewmal1's own hypothesis. The very context, 
inJ.eed, shows that the Scripture is referred to, and in the 
lIcxt treatise we find more than once a phrase precisely 
silJ1ilar, viz. ó EvuYÏ'Ûl.lIwç ópo<;, tile Evangelical rule, 
useù to express tlte Gospels. (De salute adv. Christi adv. 
Apoll. or Lib. sec. adv. Apoll.) .And in the Treatise" De 
pass. et cruce Dom." attribute(l to him, we find the 
phrases ó i\:;roCTTOÀIKO<; ÀOYo<;, "the apostolical saying," ap- 
plied to a quotation from the Epistle to the HOIlwns; 
TO EVClYYEÀlKOJl TOV KVpLOV P1JTOJ', "the evangelical saY1l1g 
I 
ec Routh, HelicJ. Saer. vol. i. p. 
ï I. 
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of our Lord," i. e. "the saying of our Lorù in the 
Gospels," applied to a quotation from St. 1\Iatthew. And 
so the author of the Quæstiones et Responsiones ad 
Orthodoxos (in the works of Justin l\'lartyr) uses the 
phrase EvuyyÛul.:ou; 
l1JY1JfLa(n, " the evangelical narratives," 
for the Gospels. (Ed. Col. p. 481.) And Rufinus,- 
"Propterea ergo Prophetic is et Evangelicis atque Aposto- 
licis vocilms nobis prænunciatur hic error." (Expos. in 
Symb.;) that is,-" Moreover this error is foretold to us 
in the Prophetical and Evangelical and Apostolical words." 

\nd as to the sentiment here expressed, we need go no 
further than the very first page of Athanasius's works, to 
see its conformity with the views he has maintained else- 
where. "As you desire:) he says to the person whom he 
was addressing, "to hear me discourse respecting the 
faith, we will, as far as we are able, expound the Christian 
faith, which indeed you might have found from tlte dÜ'iue 
oracles, (ðvvup.f:JlW mro TWJI (JnwJI XOYlWV ÉVPf:lV), hut politely 
desire to hear from others. For tlte lLOly and inspired 
Scriptll'res are sufficient of themselves (UVTUpl.:Ht;) to deliver 
tlte trutll. (7rpOt; TTJJI TTJr; aX1J(Jf:lar; U 7ruYYf:XLa v.) " 1 
Before we quit this passage, the reader should also 
notice another point, viz. the translation, " he who speaks 
out of his private judgment speaks a lie." The introduc- 
tion of the term "private judgment" here is totally un- 
authorized by the original, which is Ó f:" TWJllèlWJI XuXWJI, 
he 'Who speaks out of his private fancies, and refers to 
the word translated by Mr. Newman" theories" (f:cþf:VPf:Uf:Ul 
inventions,) which had just gone before. The two phrases, 
as 1\11'. Newman must see, are totally different. The 
temptation no doubt was great to get a sly hit at the right 
of private judgment out of Athanasius, but this strikes one 
as a somewhat unscrupulous method of obtaining it. I 
hope these are not specimens of the sort of translations of 
the Fathers we have been lately promised. 2 
1 Orate contr. gent. ed. Ben. tom. i. p. 1. 
2 That their translations are not always to be trusted in l,oints where they 
arc interestcd has lJecll fully shown by all ahlc writer in the British Magazine 
for )Iay I U3!1, Pl'. 511-19. 
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There is one thing more with which the reader ought 
to Le acquainted before we proceed, viz. the practical 
meaning which 0111' opponents give to "catholic consent;" 
and what is considered by them as a sufficient proof that 
anything has been held" always, everywhere, and by all." 
1\11'. Keble thinks that from tradition" we know with tolerable 
certainty that 1\1elchisedek
s feast is a type of the blessed 
eucharist." \Vhat is the proof? "For this," he says 
"see S. Cyprian, ep. 63, p. 149, ed. Fell; S. Augustin, 
De Civ. Dei. xviii. 20; S. Jerome, Ep. ad l\IarceIlam, 
t. i. p. 123, ed. Frob. Basil. These, with the distinct 
acknowledgment in the alltient Roman liturgy, may per- 
haps Le considered sufficient to represent the sense of the 
'Vestern churches. Among the Greeks, S. Chrysostom 
011 Gen. xiv. clearly implies the same construction. But 
the reserye maintained by them on all liturgical subjects 
Ulay account for theil' cOJllparatÜ
e silence on this point, 
even supposing them to haye received the same interpre- 
tation." (p. 36.) Such is a specimen of the consent that 
gives" knou.ledge with tolerable certainty .
' And doc- 
trines and statements so supported are to be puùlished to 
the church as indubitaLle apostolic[
l traditions. 
But, in truth, when we come to see what the notion of 
our opponents is as to the nature of faith, the yiew to 
which thcir system has driven them as to the charactf'r 
of the evidence upon which faith is LuiIt, we ðhall 
feel less surprised at such statements. It is almost 
impossiLle not to see that in patristical tradition there 
is at least a de
ree of ullcertainty as to its apostolical 
origin; and consequently that there can ùe at most ouly 

Oll1e degree of IJrobability for faith to rest upon in such 
testimony. Our opponents have clearly seen this, and 
hence, instead of being deterred hereby from adopting it 
as a fit and adequate foundation for fh.ith, they have 
coolly and deliberately set about to show that filith can 
ne\Ter have more than proLability to rest upon, and that 
in filct if there was cf'rtainty there could not Lc faith, as if 
fnith was belief on insufficipnt ground
. "\Y e, for our 
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part, [says l\Ir. Newman J han> hecn taught to consid<'r 
that fhith in its degree as well as conduct must Le guided 
Ly proLabilities, and that doubt is ever our portion in tlds 
l
fe. 'Ve can bear to confess that other systems have 
their unanswerable arguments in matters of detail, and 
that we are but strilting a balance bet'lCeen di.ffirulties e.Ûst- 
ing on both sides, that we are following as the voice of God 
what ON THE WHOLE we have reason to tMnk such." (p. 
] 29.) "According to English [!J principles, faith has 
all it needs in knowing that God is our Creator and Pre- 
seITer, and that he 
IA Y, IF IT SO HAPPEN, have 
spoken . . . . Doubt may even be said to be implied in a 
Christian's faith." (p. 10:3.) Nay, saith Mr. Keble, 
,. e'âdence complete in all its parts leaves no room for faith:' 
(p. 82.) And to put an enù to all douht as to the doc- 
trine they hold on this sulJject, l\lr. Newman openly tells 
us, that "to arcept 'I"eælation at all" "we have but proba- 
bility to slwu' AT MOST, NAY, TO BELIEVE I:N TIlE 
EXISTENCE OF AN INTELLIGENT CREATOR:' 
(p. ü9.) 
Such is the conclusion to which the "iews of our op- 
ponents on " tradition" have led them, anù 1" hich it seems 
they can not only contemplate with unconcern, but com- 
mend to the adoption of their readers. The authority of 
"tradition" as a diyine informant is, it appears, at a II 
hazards to be maintained. The reader may here see the 
doctrine to which the maintenance of such "iews con- 
fessedly leads. In this place I make no further observa- 
tion upon it than to commend it to his serious attention, 
hut shall take an opportunity to consider it more fully 
hereafter. 
Having thus, I hope, given the reader sufficient proofs 
of the necessity of Leing at least on his guard in tllP 
perusal of these works, and that even in points where 11(' 
might have least expected it, I proceed in the next c1]apter 
to show the identity of the doctrine of our opponents on 
this subject with that of the Romanists. 



79 


CI-IAPTER III. 


COl\IPARrSON OF THE DOCTRINE MAINTAINED IN THE WORK
 
ABOVE :MENTIONED ON THE SUBJECT OF rATRrSTlCAL 
TRADITION WITH THAT OF TilE RO
I1SIl CHURCH. 


AFTER the explicit declaration of Dr. Pusey, quotpd in 
the preceding chapter, that our controversy with Rome on 
this subject is not a doctrinal but a "purely HISTORICAL" 
controversy, i. e. relating only to the validity of some par- 
ticular traditions, and also some intimations of a very similar 
kind from }\tIre Newman, such as that" we agree with tllP 
Romanist in appealing to antiquity as our great teaclIIJr," 
(p. 47,) it may seem almost superfluous to attempt to 
prove the identity of the doctrine maintained by the 
writers whose vie\vs we have been considering, with that 
of the Romanists. As, however, in other places they 
speak as if there was some not inconsiderable difference 
hetween their views and those of the Romanists on the 
sul
ject, and as such an impression is likely to Le entcr- 
tained almost involuntarily by their readers, from the fact 
of their being ministers of the Church of England, it is 
desirable to show that the doctrines of the two parties 
are precisely the same. 
The reader will bear in mind that I am not now speak- 
ing of the traditions received by either party, but of their 
do('trine on the subject of tradition. 
The doctrinc on this point advocated in the works under 
consideration may he summed up, as we have already 
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observed, in the five propositions wbich we have given ill 
the preceding chapter; (pp. 37,38 ;) and these propositions 
represent precisely the doctrine of the Church of Rome ill 
this matter, as I shall now proceed to show with respect to 
pach of them seriatim. 
I. That consentient patristical tradition, or "catholic 
consent," is an unwritten word of God, a divine informant 
in religion, and consequently entitled, as to its substal1cp, 
to equal respect with the Holy Scriptures. 
" 'Ve assert," says Bellarmine, "that the whole neces- 
sary doctrine either concerning faith or manners is not 
contained explicitly (expresse) in the Scriptures; and 
that consequently beyond the written word of God is 
required also the unwritten word of God, that is, tbe 
divine and apostolical traditions . .. They [i. e. the 
Protestants] think that if there were any apostolical traùi- 
tions they do not now exist, that is, that there cannot 
be any certain proof had of any apostolical tradition. . . . 
'Ve, on the contrary, assert that there are not wanting cer- 
tain ways aud methods by which apostolical traditions 
may be manifested . .. If the authority of an apostle 
when giving an oral precept is not less than when giving 
a written one, there certainly is no temerity in consider- 
ing anything unwritten equivalent to the written word." 
['Yhich last observation is of course very true and ad- 
mitted by all, and therefore to no purpose but to lead the 
reader to misapprehend the views of the Protestants; but 
I notice it to show how precisely the Tractators have 
echoed the statements of the Romanists on this subject.] 
(De Verb. Dei. lib. iv. c. 3.) 
The Council of Trent says,-" The most holy synod . . 
seeing that the evangelical doctrine and polity are con- 
tained in the written books and those unwritten tra- 
ditions which were received by the apostles from the 
mouth of Christ himself, or, emanating from the apostleR 
thelllseh-es, at the dictation of the IIoly Spirit, and de. 
livered down froUl hand to hand, have descended to l1S, 
fünowing the example of the orthodox Fathers, receives 
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and venerates with a like feeling of piety and reverence 
all the books as well of the Old as of the New Testa- 
ment, since one God is the author of both, as also tra- 
ditions themselves, as well those relating to faitlt as 
those relating to manners, as either uttered by Christ or 
dictated by the Holy Spirit, and preserved in the Catholic 
church by an uninterrupted succession." (Cone. Trid. 
Sess. 4.) 
And the rules given by Bellarmine for ascertaining such 
traditions are delivered by him thus ;-" The first rule is, 
'Yhen the whole church embraces anything as an article 
of faith which is not found in the divine Scriptures, we 
must say, that that is derived from the tradition of the 
apostles . . . . . The second rule is, 'Vhen the whole 
church observes anything which none but God could 
ordain, which nevertheless is nowhere found written, it 
must be admitted that it was delivered (traditum) by 
Christ himself and his apostles . . .. The third rule is, 
That which has been observed in the whole church, and in 
all past times, is justly considered to have been instituted by 
the apostles, although it is of such a nature that it might 
have been ordained by the church. . .. The fourth rule 
is, 'Vhen all the doctors of the church declare with one 
consent that anything descends from apostolical tradition, 
either when assembled in a general council, or writing 
individually in their works, that is to be considereJ to be 
an apostolical tradition . . . . . . The fifth rule is, That 
is to be believed beyond doubt to descend from apostolical 
tradition which is considered to be such in those churches 
where there is an entire and uninterrupted succession 
from the apostles." 1 
It is hardly necessary to say that he adds the limitation, 
-" ,\1 e admit no tradition that is contrary to Scripture;" 2 
"we never defend traditions that are at variance with 
Scripture." :I 
I De V. Dei. lib. iv. c. 9. 
2 N ec ullam traditionem admittimus contra Scripturam. lb. c. 3. 
3 N ec enim traditiones cum Scriptum pugnantes unquam defendimus. 
lb. c. 11. 


VOT.. r. 


G 
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The first four of these rules for ascertaining what is 
supposeJ to remain to us of oral apostolical tradition are 
in effect the same as those of 1\11'. Newman and 1\11'. 
KeLle. That the fourth accords with the views of our 
opponents will not be questioned. And so does the first 
practically. For when Bellarmine speaks of the universal 
church holding this or that, he means not merely the pre- 
sent church, but the church as including the Fathers; ann 
both he and I believe, I might say, all the best writers of 
the Romish communion hold that the testimony of the 
Fathers in their writings is necessary for the establish- 
ment of anything as having proceeded from the oral 
teaching of the apostles. 'rhe examples given by Bellar- 
mine on this rule show this, being the perpetual virginity 
of the mother of our Lord, anù the number of the canonical 
books, for a proof of both which they would send us to 
the Fathers. And he says, "That is called unwritten 
doctrine, not !well as is nowhere 'll"ritten, but that which 
is not written by its first author. As, for instance, the 
baptism of infants. That infants are to be baptized is 
called an un written apostolical tradition, because it is not 
found written in any apostolical book, although it is writ- 
ten in the books of almost all the antient Fathers."l And 
again, "Those rites only we receive as apostolical which 
"e can prove to be ap08tolical by firm testimonies of the 
antients." 2 And one of his notes of the true church is 
" agreement in doctrine with the primitive church." 
And Cardinal Perron distinctly lays down the catholic 
consent of the primiti\Te church as the test of truth in the 
way that our opponents have. "That then," he says, 
" shall remain truly universal and catholic that the most 
eminent Fathers of the times of the four first Councils 
have taught in several regions of the earth; and Hgainst 
which none (except some persons noted for dissension in 
the church) hath resisted, or that the Fathers of those ages 
do testify to have been believed and practised by the 
whole church in their times. And that shall remain 


1 De V. Dei. iv. c. 2. 


2 De Y. Dei. iv. c. S. 



IDENTICAL WITH THE ROl'ilISH. 


83 


truly antient and apostolic that the Fathers of those ages 
do testify to have been, observed by the whole church, not 
as a thing sprung up in their time, but as a thing derived 
down to them either from the immemorial succession of 
former ages or from the express tJ'adition of the apostles." 
And he takes the period of the four councils (he tells us) 
because, if the period taken be much shorter, " there remain 
so few writings of that date" that "the face of the antient 
doctrine and practice cannot evidently appear to be 
therein represented." (Letter to Casaubon, inserted at the 
beginning of his" Replique," &c.) So that the tradition 
of which these authors speak must derive its proofs from 
the writings of the early Fathers, and be, in fact, as that 
of our opponents is, patristical tradition. I do not deny, 
but am well aware, that some writers among the Ro- 
manists have not apparently owned the necessity of find- 
ing the whole doctrine of the church in the Fathers, but 
have seemed to suppose that some part of the oral teach- 
ing of the apostles might yet be unwritten, and in the 
possession of the church, so that the church might at any 
time declare a doctrine not opposed to Scripture or what 
is called the unanimous consent of antiquity, to have come 
down by successive oral delivery from the apostles; and 
that upon her testimony, she being the keeper of the oral 
teaching of the apostles, we are bound to believe such 
doctrine to be apostolica1. But this is not the doctrine of 
such men as those we have quoted, They clearly held, 
at any rate in theory, with our opponents, that the oral 
teaching of the apostles was to be sought for in the writ- 
ten patristical report of it. 
\nd even in the case of the 
others, I suspect it would be generally found, that any 
apparent difference in their statements arose only from 
our affixing a different sense to the phrase oral tradition 
to what tlJcy did, and supposing it to mean a tradition t/lat 
has never been put ill writing, instead of a tradition not put 
in wl'iting by its llut/LOr. 
Hence it was said by 1\'11'. Eyre, in his" Reply to the 
Rev. R. Clmrton," -" Had you examined t 11 e expositions of 
G2 


. 
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their faith as stateù in councils, by universities, divines, &c. 
you would have learnt that the uninterrupted and com- 
mon consent of all ages was requisite to constitute tradi- 
tion a rule of faith." . .. " You do not seem to com- 
prehend wIlat is meant by the unwritten word of God, 
or oral tradition. You suppose, if it be upon record (to 
use your own words) it ceases to be oral tradition or the 
unwritten word of God. No such thing. It is not called 
the unwritten word of God because it is nmvhere com- 
mitted to writing, as I told you before, but because it is 
not written in the inspired books of Scripture. And 
though we should admit oral tradition in the sense you 
take it, yet every discriminating article, either as to 
faith or morality, we can readily prove from tradition in 
the sense I have eXplained it." (pp. 121, 2.) 
And so it was said by one of the Roman Catholic 
speakers in the" Downside discussion,

-" Secure in these 
assurances [i. e. l\Iatt. xxviii. 20; &c.] the church collates 
tlte writings of the Fathers, anù judging by their morally 
unanimous testimony, it discerns true traditions from 
false." I And the Council of Trent enjoins 2 that no 01)(' 
shall interpret Scripture contrary to the unanimous con- 
sent of the Fathers (contra unanimem consensum Patrum). 
And Pius IV. orders all the clergy and regulars of every 
order to take an oath that they will never understand nor 
interpret Scripture but according to the unanimous con- 
sent of the Fathers. 3 
The fifth rule, understood with the limitation which of 
course ,,,as intended, viz. that the point established by it 
be not contradicted by other similarly obtained testimony, 
(for otherwise this rule would be contradictory to the pre- 
ceding,) is also in perfect accordance apparently with the 
views advocated in the works under consideration. I am 
not speaking of the use made of this rule by the Church 


I Downs. discussion, p. 70. 2 Sess. 4. 
3 Kec earn [i. e.Scripturam] unquam nisi juxta unanimem CODsensum Pa- 
trurn accipiarn et interpretabor. Bull. Pii lV. I!Up. form. Jurarn. prefix. ad 
Catech. Concil. Trid. 


. 
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of Rome, who, boasting that she is the only church re- 
maining that has preserved the apostolical succession. 
sanctifies by this rule all her impositions, shutting out by 
her exclusive claims the possibility of contradiction; but 
I speak of the rule in itself, and according to its fair ap- 
plication. And if I rightly understand the doctrine of 
" episcopal grace" as delivered in these works, it com- 
pletely establishes the truth of this rule. "Apostolical 01. 
episcopal grace,'" says 1\lr. Keble, "is by Goás ordinance 
tI,e guardian of sound doctrine; the spirit abiding in 
Timothy is to watch incessantly the deposit or trust of 
divine truth left in his charge; and where tIJe one, tlte 
silccession, fails, there, as this verse would lead us to expect, 
and as all church history proves, the other, the truth of 
doctrine, is immediately in imminent jeopardy." (p. 44.) 
But, however this may be, the theory of the two on the 
subject of tradition is evidently precisely the same; and 
the power which the Church of Rome in every age 
assumes of declaring what is and what is not an aposto- 
lical tradition, is a power limited in theory by these rules. 
It is true that in the application of these rules the Church 
of Rome may be "neglectful of antiquity" for the sake 
of maintaining some favourite doctrine or rite, as 1\'lr. 
Newman justly charges upon her, but so may others also, 
and some think that the writers of the Tracts for the 
Times llJay in some points be included in the number; 
nay, the Church of Rome may (as Bellarmine does for 
her in the passage \\c have heen quoting) claim to be the 
only church remaining that possesses the apostolical suc- 
cession. But these matters are quite distinct from her 
doctrine of tradition. They may lead her into error in 
her application of that doctrine, but they are quite di:oi- 
tinct from and independent of it. The doctrin
 is pre- 
<"iscly the same as that advocated Ly the Tractators. 
1\1 r. Newman has devoted his second lecture to the 
subject of " Homanism as neglectful of antiquity." The 
charge is a just one, hilt I cannot think that ::\lr. N ewmaTi 
has there proved it; f()r all which his obscn'atiuns gu to 
prove is, that some individuallllembers of the Church of 
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Home have without difficulty conceived t.hemselves to 
have found in the Fathers precisely what their prejudices 
led them to wish for. 
N ow did it never strike him that if his own great 
argument is just, viz. that the meaning of Scripture must 
be uncertain and obscure, because it is quoted in support 
of opposite doctrines, this is one of the best proofs he 
could have given of the uncertainty and obscurity of pa- 
tristical tradition, that the Fathers can so readily be ad- 
duced in favour of contrary views? 
In making these remarks, I would by no means be un- 
derstood to deny that practically the system of the Romish 
church is much worse than a faithful adherence to such a 
rule of judgment would produce. On the contrary, we 
are at issue with Rome, not merely as to her theory of 
tradition, but also as to her allegation that primitive anti- 
quity is on her side. ,,y e deny altogether that patristical 
testimony taken as a whole is in her favour, and claim it 
in behalf of the doctrines of our own church, and there- 
fore are opposed to Rome, as it respects the fact what 
doctrines and practices have the support of antiquity. 
And to this part of our controversy with her our oppo- 
nents would limit our whole controversy with her, awl 
still further reduce even this part of it, by admitting doc- 
trines repudiated- both by the authoritative documents and 
the Lest divines of our church, and claiming for them 
with the Romanists the support of antiquity. "Ve may 
say of them, therefore, what both we and they agree 
to say of the Romanists, that their doctrines are worse 
than a faithful adherence to their own rule would produce; 
ever remembering that besides this controversy as to the 
matter of fact, we have another and a more important 
with them, as to what is the sole divine rule of faith and 
practice. 
II. That such tradition is consequently a part of the 
divinely-revealed rule of faith and practice. 
In addition to the extracts given under the last head, I 
subjoin the fullowing,- 
" I as
ert:' ::;ays Dcllal'mine, " that öcripturc, although 
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not composed principally with the view of its being a rule 
of faith, is nevertheless a rule of faith, not the entire rule 
but a partial rule. For the entire rule of faith is the 
word of God, or God's revelation made to the church, 
which is distributed into two partial rules, Scripture and 
tradition. "1 
And so the Tridentine Catechism says,-"The whole of 
the doctrine to be delivered to the faithful is contained 
in the word of God, which is distributed into Scripture 
and traditions."2 
III. That it is a necessary part of the divine rule of 
faith and practice, on account of the defectiveness of Scrip- 
ture, fOI. that (1) though it does not reveal to us any fun- 
damental articles of faith or practice not Itoticed in Scrip- 
ture, lIo]y Scripture containing, that is, giving !tiltts or 
notices of, all the fundamental articles of faith and practice, 
it is yet a necessary part of the divine rule of faith and 
practice as the interpreter of Scripture, and as giving the 
full development of many articles, some of which are 
fundamental, which are but imperfectly developed in 
Scripture: and, (2) it is an important part of that rule as 
conveying to us various important doctrines and rules not 
contained in Scripture. 
The former of these two propositions includes tlCD points; 
the first, that IIoly Scripture contains all the fundamental 
articles of faith and practice; the secultd, that nevertheless 
it is to be considered as even in these only a part of the 
rule of faith and of the diville rule of practice, the other 
part being traùition a::, its interpreter, anù as glvmg a 
sufficient development of those articles. 
On the first of these points, 1\11'. Newman and 1\lr. 
Keble both assert that it is not held by the Church of 
Home. 'Yith how little reason the following extracts ,,'ill 
show. 
" There are two things," says Bellarmine, "to be par- 


1 De V. D. iv. c. 12. 
2 Omuis doctrinæ ratio, qu.c tidclihus tradellòa sit, \"crbo Dei continctur, 
quod in Scripturam traditionc
quc di!>tributulJl ebt. Cat. Trid. Præf. 
. xix. 
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ticularly observed . . . . The first is, that there are some 
things in the Christian doctrine as u;ell of fait/t as of 
morals, that are in themselves (simpliciter) necessary to 
all for salvation, such as is a knowledge of the Articles of 
the Apostles' Creed, likewise a knowledge of the ten com- 
mandments and certain sacraments. The rest are not so 
necessary, that without an explicit knowledge and belief 
and profession of them a man cannot be saved, if only he 
have a ready mind to receive and believe them when they 
shall have been legitimately propounded to him by the 
church. . . . . Observe, secondly, that those things which 
are in themselves (simpliciter) necessary, the apostles were 
in the habit of preaching to all; but of other things they 
did not deliver all to all men, but some of them to all, 
those, namely, which were of use to aU, some to the pre- 
lates, bishops, and presbyters only 1 . . . . . . . . These 
things being observed, I assert, that all tlwse tltings u;ere 
written by the apostles wltielt are necessary to all, and which 
they themselves had openly preached to all without dis- 
tinction; but that of other things not all were written." 2 
And further on he says, (going quite as far as, ifnot beyond, 
even our opponents themselves in his admissions on this 
point,)-" I assert, that of all those articles which relate to 
the nature of God, there exist proofs (testimonia) in the 
Scriptures, and that we may be fully and clearly instructed 
concerning those articles from the Scriptures if we take 
them in their right sense:'3 
And, like our opponents, he repudiates with indigna- 
tion the charge made against the Romanists by the Pro- 
testants, of undervaluing Scripture. "It is usual," he 
says, " with them, [i. e. the Protestants] to treat the matter 
as if they defended the Scriptures only, and we defended 


I This notion of there being a reserve observed by the apostles in the com- 
munication of religious knowledge, and of some matters having been committed 
by them more especially to the custody of the clergy, has also been embraced 
by our opponents, and an exhortation given by them to the present church to 
practise a similar reserve! See Tract 80, .. On reserve in communicating re- 
ligious knowledge." 
2 De V. D. iv. l'. II. 3 Ih. 



IDE
TlCAL WITH THE ROl\Il8H. 


89 


traditions only, nor cared whether traditions were agree- 
able to Scripture or contrary to Script.ure. But it is not 
so: for we put a higher value on Scripture (Scripturam 
pluris facimus) than they do; nor admit any tradition 
against Scripture." 1 
From the two former of these passage
, then, it is 
evident that the more learned Romanists hold that all 
those doctrines the belief of which is essentially necessary 
to salvation, including particularly the articles in the 
Apostles' Creed, are contained in the Scriptures. There is, 
indeed, an intimation that there must also be a willing 
mind to embrace those points which may be propounded 
for belief by the church, but then it llll1St be recollected 
that the Church of Rome does not profess to introduce 
new doctrines, but only to inculcate those which arc 
derived either from Scripture or that church-tradition 
which (like the Tractators) it receives as apostolical. That 
is, the concession here made that the Scriptures contain 
all things necessary to salvation is accompanied by the 
requirement that that is also to be believed which the 
church propounds as an apostolical doctrine derived from 
tradition; a demand which seems to me to be eq ually 
made by the Tractators. 
Anù when it is intimated that what is propounded by 
the church is a necessary article of faith, it is not meant 
that the matter of it is in itself a necessary article of faith, 
but that a direct rejection of what the church delivers 
fi'mll " tradition" as divine revelation is a mortal sin. As 
it is said by a "learned and esteemed writer" (as he is 
called by Chalmers) of the Romish communion, viz. 
Abraham 'V oodhead, 2 " Fundamental, indeed, they [the 
Romanists] call sometimes all points defined by the 
church's councils, and hold them necessary to be believed 
for attaining salvation; but not necessary in such a sense 
a!:l ratione medii necessary; or absolutely extra ljuas 


1 lb. c. 3. 
2" Among the polemic writers of the seventeenth century, few are more generally 
read or respected than the ('elehrated Abraham 'V oodhead."-Charles Butler. 
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(aeditas) ItOn est salus, but only necessary to be believed 
upon supposition of a sufficient proposal of them made to 
any person that they have been so defined. . . . because 
if after such proposal and sufficient notice given him of 
their being defined he believe them not, he now stands 
guilty, in this his disobedience to his supreme spiritual 
guides, of a mortal sin (unrepented of) destructive of his 
salvation." "The church's anathema in many of her 
canons seizeth on a person not so much for the mattpr of 
his error, though this not denied to some degree hurtful 
to him, and diminishing his perfection in the faith, as for 
the I'ertinacy of his erring, and the contumacy and per- 
verseness of his will, disobeying the church and his spi- 
ritual superiors, sufficiently manifesting the contrary truth 
to be her doctrine and a portion of the Christian faith:' 1 
And so strongly is this held by them that their learned 
Bishop Fisher, "ho 1\'lr. Newman tells us 2 is "as fair a 
specimen of the Roman controversialist as could be taken," 
says,-" The doctrine of purgatory being necessary to be 
believed of all men, it is not credible but that it lllay be 
proved by Scripture." 3 
Hence the Rornanists do not deny the sufficiency of the 
doctrines contained in the I-Ioly Scriptures for salvation, 
but holding that they possess an unwritten word of God 
in that which claims to be apostolical tradition, and 
that what they propound as a church from that source 
ought to be received as such by the faithful, they hold 
unbelief in such propositions to be a mortal sin, as 
being a deliberate r
jection of a divine testimony, and 
so far that a belief in them is necessary to salvation. 
\Yhat the Romunists deny with respect to the sufficiency 
of the 8criptures in the fundamental points, is only that 
" hich our opponents deny concerning it in the second part 
I Account of doctrine of Roman Catholics concerning the Ecclesiastical 
Guide ill Controversies of Religion. By R. II. Seconù Edition, 1673, 4to. 
(pp. 245, 8.) :I Lect. p. 90. 
3 Cum doctrina purgatorii sit omnibus scitu necessaria, non est credibile, 
illam non posse probari ex Script uris. Adv. Luth. Art. HI. See Bp. l\Iorton's 
I'rot. Appcal, I. :!. S. 13. p. 13. 
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of the position under consideration, viz. that in these points 
Scripture is to be considered the whole of the rule, being, 
as they think, only a part of it, the other part being tra- 
dition as its interpreter. 
" 'Ve assert," says Bellarmine as above quoted, "that 
there is not contained in the Scripture, in express terms 
(expresse) the whole necessary doctrine either concerning 
faith or concerning manners; and tlterifore that beyond the 
written word of God is required also the unwritten word 
of God, that is, the divine and apostolical traditions." I 
" Scripture is very often ambiguous and obscure, so that 
unless it be interpreted by some one who cannot err, it 
cannot be understood; therefore it is not sufficient ALONE. 
. . . . . It is to be observed that there are two things ill 
Scripture, the written words anù the meaning contained 
in them. . . . . . Of these two the first is possessed by 
all . . . . . the second is not possessed by all, 110r can 
we in many places be certain of the second, but by the 
addition of tradition." 2 
Comparing, then, these negative with the former affir- 
mative propositions, we find that what Bellarmine denies 
with respect to the Scriptures, as to the fundamental 
articles of faith and practice, is only that they contain 
them so expressly or explicitly 3 as to render unnecessary 
what is called the unwritten word. That is, there is as- 
serted to be an obscurity in Scripture which needs the aiù 
of the unwritten word to clear it up. And this is all \vhich 
the llomanists deny to the 
ufficiency of Scripture in the 
necessary points, as is more fully stated in the work to 
which I have just alluded. "A\S for the sujficienc.1J or 
intireness of the Scriptures for the containing all those 
points of faith that are simply necessary of all persons to 


I De V. D. iv. c. 3. 2 lb. c. 4. 
;) The inference as to the neces:.ity of tradition, shows that the word e,1pTesse 
must be taken to include both aformal and virtual e:tpTession of the doctrines 
in question. Words fhirer to the Protestant view, therefore, might have been 
useù, because the Protestant doctrine is that all such points are contained in 
Scripture either expressly OR virtually, in such a way as to be deducible thcnce 
h)' direct and nccessary inference. 
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be believed for attaining salvation, Roman Catholics 
deny it not; but only deny such a clearness of Scripture 
in some of those as Christians cannot mistake or pervert. 
. . . . . Though Catholics maintain several credends that 
are not expressed in Scriptures necessary to be believed 
and observed by Christians after tile clwrcll's proposal of 
them as tradition apostolical, amongst which is the cantJlt 
of Scripture; yet they willingly conceùe that all such 
points of faith as are simply necessary for attaining salya- 
tion, and as ought explicitly by all men to be known in 
order thereto, either ratione medii or præcepti, as the doc- 
trines collected in the three Creeds, the common precepts of 
manners and of the more necessary sacraments, &c., are con- 
tained in the Scriptures; contained therein, either in the 
conclusion itself or in the principles fi.om whence it is 
necessarily deduced. [He here refers for proof to passages 
in Bellarmine, Stapleton, F. Fisher, Thomas Aquinas, au(} 
Fr. a S. Clara]. Therefore the church from time to time 
defining anything concerning such points, defines it out of 
the revelations made in Scripture. And tbe chief tradi . 
tion, the necessity and benefit of which is pretenùed by 
the church, is not the delivering of any additional doctrines 
descended from the apostles' times extra Scr.ipturas, i. e. 
such doctrines as have not their foundation at least in 
Scripture; but is the preserving and delivering of thp 
primitive sense and clwrch-explication of that which is 
written in the Scriptures, but many times not there written 
so cleal"ly; which traditi,'e sense of the church you may 
find made use of against Arianism in the first Council of 
Nice. . . . . It is not the deficiency of Scripture as to all 
the main, and prime, and universally necessary-to-be- 
known articles of faith, as if there were any necessity that 
these be supplied and completed with other not written 
traditional doctrines of faith, that Catholics do question; 
but such a non-clearness of Scriptures for several of these 
points as that they may be misunderstood, (which non- 
clearness of them infers a necessity of making use of the 
('hurch's tradition for a true exposition and sense,) is the 
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thing that they a
sert. . . . . . . I say then; not this, 
'Yhether the main, or, if you will, the entire body of the 
Christian faith, as to all points necessary by all to be ex- 
plicitly believed, be contained there, [i. e. in the Scrip- 
tures]; but this; 'Yhether so clearly that the unlearned 
using a right diligence cannot therein mistake, or do not 
need therein another guide, is the thing here contested." 
(pp. 136-9.) 
The Romanists therefore affirm, as we do, that Holy 
Scripture contains all things which are in themselves ne- 
cessary to salvation, Lut add, like the Tractators, that it 
contains them obscurely, and so as to render it necessary 
for us to have some other authoritative guide to point 
them out there; and they hold that we have such a guide 
in "tradition," ",-hich is, they say, an unwritten word of 
God, and the authoritative interpreter of the written 
word, and that from it we also derive some supplemen- 
tary articles of faith and practice; to which they add, 
that when these latter articles are legitimately pro- 
poundecl to the faithful by the church, they are binding 
upon the consciences of men, which, if their views of 
" tradition" and" the church" are correct, is undeniable. 
Now whether the Tractators agree with the Romanists 
on this last point is a matter not worth considering here, 
because it is not relevant to our present su
ject; but it is 
eviùent, at least, that in all other respects these views are 
precisely the same with those advocated in the works 
under consiùeration. 
1\lr. Keble, therefore, is altogether mistaken in imput- 
ing to the Romanists that they hold" tradition of the sub- 
stance of doctrine independent of Scripture, and purport- 
ing to be of things necessary to salvation." (p.71.) And 
1\lr. Newman, in saying, " \Ve d{ffer from the Romanist 
in this, not in denying that tradition is valuable, but in 
maintaining that by itself anù without Scripture warrant 
it does not convey to us any article necessary to salva- 
tion." (p. 370.) 
'Yhen the Romanists m
e the expre:,sion that Holy 
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Scripture does not contain all the articles of the Christian 
faith necessary to be believed, they are speaking not with 
reference to any supposed insufficiency in Scripture as to 
containing all the doctrines essentially necessary to salva- 
tion, but to the necessity of belief in that which they, as 
the church, pronounce to be an apostolical tradition, on 
pain of committing a mortal sin. If in this view of th" 
extent of church-authority there is any difference between 
our opponents and the Romanists, yet nevertheless .as to 
t.he place and value to be assigned to Scripture and tra- 
dition respectively, the views of the two are evidently 
identical; and how near they approximate to each other 
011 this very point of church-authority in enforcing tradi- 
tion, we may judge by the extracts already given from Mr. 
Newman in the former chapter. 1 
And it is well worth the consideration of our opponents, 
and those who are disposed to agree with them, how far 
their charges against the Church of Rome for affirming 
things to be apostolical traditions which are not so, go to 
prove the uncertainty attendant upon all practically at- 
tainable declarations of " the church" in the present day, 
as to what. are apostolical traditions, and still more upon - 
such declarations when made by individuals. 
The second of the two propositions we are now consi- 
dering, viz :- 
That patristical tradition is an important part of the 
divine rule as conveying to us various important doctrines 
and rules not contained in Scripture.- 
Is thus advocated by Bellarmine. He remarks that 
tradition is necessary because there are many points which 
we ought not to be ignorant of, and wl1Ích yet are not 
contained in Scripture, instancing, among the other ex- 
amples which he gives, the doctrines of the perpetual vir- 
ginity of the Virgin 1\Iary, (the example mentioned by 
Mr. Newman,) purgatory, and the practice of infant 
baptism. 2 


I See pp. 4]. et seq. above. 
2 De Verb. Dei. lih. k c. 4. 
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Hence he says, " I affirm . . . . . . . that Scripture 
although it was not written principally with a view of its 
being a rule of faith, is nevertheless a rule of faith-not 
the entire but a partial rule. For the entire rule of 
faith is the word of God, or God's revelation made to 
the church, which is divided into two partial rules, Scrip- 
ture and tradition. And truly Scripture. inasmuch as it 
is a rule, has in consequence this property, that whatever it 
contains is necessarily true and to be believed, and what- 
ever is contrary to it is necessarily false and to be re- 
jected: but inasmuch as it is not the entire hut a partial 
rule, the consequence is, that it is not a rule for all things, 
and moreover, that there may be something relating to 
the faith which is not contained in it. And in this way 
ought the words of St. Augustine to be understood. For 
he nowhere says, that Scripture is the only rule, but says, 
that Scripture is the rule by which the writings of the 
antient Fathers ought to be examined, that we may re- 
ceive those things which are agreeable to Scripture, and 
reject those things which are opposed to Scripture." 1 
Now, I must say, that the estimate we should form 
from the remarks of Bellarmine in this place of the valuo 
of tradition as supplementary to Scripture, would fall 
below that derived from the observations of 1\'lr. Reble on 
the same point, quoted pp. 32-34 above. 
The fourth position, viz:- 
IV. That patristical tradition is a necessary part of the 
divine rule of faith and practice, because of the obsrurity 
of Scripture even in some of the fundamental articles, 
which makes Scripture insufficient to teacll us even the 
fundamentals of faith and practice,- 
Corresponds with that of Bellarmine when speaking of 
the seventh use of tradition. 
" Seventhly," he says, "it is necessary not only to be 
able to read Scripture but also to understand it. But very 
often Scripture is ambiguous and obscure, so that unless 
it be interpreted by one who cannot err, it cannot be nn- 


I Ih. c. 12. 
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derstood: therefore it is not sufficient alone. Examples 
are numerous. For the equality of the divine Persons, 
the procession of the Holy Spirit from the Father and the 
Son as from one original, original sin, the descent of 
Christ into hell, and many similar things are deduced 
indeed from the Holy Scriptures, but not so easily but 
that if we could contend for them on the ground of Scrip- 
ture testimonies only, controversies with froward oppo- 
nents would never be brought to an end. For it is to be 
observed, that there are two things in Scripture, the 
written words and the sense contained in them. The 
words are as it were the scabbard, the sense is the sword 
itself of tl1P. Spirit. Of these two the first is possessed by 
all, for whoever knows his letters can read the Scrip- 
tures; but the second is not possessed by all, nor can we 
in many places be certain of the second, unless tradition 
come to our aid." 1 
'Vith this agrees also the quotation which we have 
given above from 'V oodhead. (See pp. 92, 3.) 
In correspondence with the fifth position, viz.- 
V. That it is only by the testimony of patristical tradi- 
tion that we are assured of the inspiration of Scripture, 
what books are canonical, and the genuineness of what we 
receive as such,- 
Bellarmine, in describing the fourth, fifth, and sixth uses 
for which tradition is necessary, maintains as follows;- 
" Fourthly, it is necessary to know, that there exist certain 
truly divine books, a truth which certainly cannot be ob- 
tained in any way from the Scriptures. For although 
Scripture may say, that the books of the Prophets and 
Apostles are divine, yet I cannot believe this for certain, 
unless I should previously have been brought to believe 
that the Scripture, which says this, is divine. For in the 
Alcoran of Mahomet we everywhere read that the Alco- 
ran itself was sent by God from heaven, and yet we do 
not believe it. Therefore, this so necessary article, namely, 
that there is some divine Scripture, cannot be sufficiently 
1 lb. c. 4. 
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proved from Scriptul"(> alone. Therefore, since faith is 
founded upon the word of God, (nitatur verbo Dei,) un- 
less we have an unwritten word of God, we can have no 
faith. . . . Fifthly, it is not sufficient to know that there 
is a di,'ine Scripture, but it behoves us to know U'ltirlt it 
is; a thing which cannot in any way be had from the 
Scriptures. . . . . Sixthly, it behoves us also not <..nly to 
know which are the sacred books, but also in particular 
that those we have are those books . . . "hich certainly 
cannot be known from the Scriptures. . . . If it be so, 
then Scripture is not. sufficient alone. . . . For if it be 
left destitute of this unwritten tradition and the testi- 
mony of the church, it will be of little service. J.Jloreozoer, 
if this tradition has been able to come down to us, wlty 
rnnnot others also lawe come down in the same way?" 1 
And hence one of the most common arguments with 
the Romanists, a.-;; with our opponents, is, that having re- 
ceived Scripture upon this testimony, we ought not to 
object to receive the doctrines that may come down to us 
upon thi
 testimony.9 I should add, hmvever, that there 
are some few, even among the Romanists, who take a 
sounder view on this point, and believe the authority of 
the Scripture, independently of the judgment of the 
church; as, for instance, the learned IIuetiuc;:, in his 
" E,rangelical Demonstration." 3 
'Vhether, then, we regard the nature and character of 
patri
tical tradition, the place and value to be assigned to 
the Scriptures, or the purposes for which that tradition 
is supposed to be necessary, the views advocated on all 
these points in the works under consideration, are pre- 
cisely identical with those of tbe Church of Rome. In 
some minor and unimportant points connected with this 
sn
ject, there may he a little difference of opinion, as 
there is, in fact, among the Romanists themselves. For 
instance, some of the reasons given by Bellarmine (ch. --1-) 
1Jb. 
2 Sep the .. Guide in Controversies," by R. II. p. 366; E.rre's Reply to 
Churton, pp. 117-119; &c. 
3 See Placette's I nCllrahle Scel1ticism of the Church of Rome, c. 
. 
YOI.. J. II 
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in proof of the necessity of traùition, lllay not Le adopted 
by the authors under consideration. But the doctrine of 
tradition, as it may be called, is evidently involved and 
comprised in the points we have just been considering, 
and in these there is clearly a perfect agreement between 
them and the Romanists. 
The doctrine, as abO"\ e stated, is charged upon the 
Romauists, and refuted, in- a Treatise which I would 
strongly recommend to the notice of the reader, namely, 
Placette's " Incurable Scepticism of the Church of Rome," 
translated and published by Archbishop Tenison, and in- 
serted by Bishop Gibson in his Preservative against Po- 
pery, where the author shows the insufficiency of all the 
various grounds on which the Church of Rome professes 
to rest her faith. l 
The general agreement between our opponents and the 
Romanists may be still further confirmed by a compa- 
rison of their views with a dissertation on Tradition, given 
in a Roman Catholic work, published a few years ago, on 
the Fathers;2 and the reader may observe not only a 
remarkable similarity in the views advanced as to the 
point now in question, but also some rather curious coin- 
cidences in the form of expression. If 1\lr. Newman had 
seen this treatise, it might have been well for him to have 
directed our attention to it, as containing, though mixed 
with some things respecting tbe Pope, in which, perhaps, 
he could not agree, a much more lucid statement of 
the matter than he has given us. In the treatise we find 
it placed before us in a clear and precise manner, as 
if the author was Hot afraid to let his reaùers fully see its 
length and its hreadth; so that anyone who reads it 
sees at once what he is called upon to embrace; whereas, 
in 1\1r. Newman's work it is so mixed up with snch names 
a!; S"tillingfleet, Butler, and others, and such expre
sions 


· See particularly cc. 2, 3, and 20-27. 
2 LU:\U'ER Histor. Theol.-Crit. de vita, ó..c. Patrum. Aug. Vind. 1783, &s. 
13 v. 8vo. Tl.is work is a compilation from various works on the Fathers. 
The dissertation abo\ e alluded to is principall). taken from l\las:ouet. 
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of regard for the doctrine of the Church of England, and 
abhorrence of certain practices of the Romanists; in a 
word, the poison is so spread out in infinitesimal portions 
through the work, and gilded "ith Protestant names, 
that the greater part of his reaùers would have but a very 
indistinct notion of what they had been imbibing, and 
still less of the conseq uen ces to which it must lead them. 
I will not say, however, that 1\11'. Newman has not herein 
judged skilfzdly of the means best likely to attain the enù 
he has in view, of bringing the English Church to a 
reception of his doctrine; and we find from 1\11'. Frouùe's 
" Remains;' published by 1\11'. Newman, that the value 
of prudence in the mode of bringing forward their doc- 
trines, is fully estimated by at least some of our oppo- 
nents. 
I shall now gi\-e a few extracts from this dissertation, 
which is written more particularly on Irenæus. 
"That the sacred Scriptures are the words of God, 
and a certain and immutable rule of truth, to which 
nothing must be added, and from which nothing HUlst be 
taken away, Irenæus most rightly teachp,ç. Nevertheless, 
that all the words of God are not expressly contained in 
them, but that the apostles, as the ambassadors and 
heralds of Christ, taught other things which they never 
consigned to writing, he not less clearly declares." And 
then; after having quoted some passages from Irenæus, 
(lib. 3, cc. 3, 45,) he adds,-" From which these things 
evidently follow; first, that the very worst of all the 
heretics acknowledged and confessed that the Scriptures 
were ambiguously expressed; that is, were sometimes 
obscure, and admitte(l of several senses; secondly, that the 
meaning of the obscure passages was to be sought from 
tradition, not that which was written, hut that which was 
delivered orally. This Irenæns blames not,1 nay, in 
what follows, approves of, as we shall presently see. 


1 How far this is true we shaH see hereafter, when we come to inquire into 
the sentiments of Irenæns on this matter. (See c. 10.) 
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Thirdly, that tradition is fuller than the Scriptures, 
and distinct from them, as being their interpreter . . . . . 
But tbe medium, and as it were canal} through which 
the apostolical tradition has come dowll to us uninjured, 
is the succession of bishops lawfully ordained in the 
catholic church." 
And in a subsequent note (p. 3-18) he tells us, " If these 
traditions were uncertain, the genuineness of the books 
of Scripture would itself be uncer-tain. For wlwtever 
arguments tlte Protestants adduce for tltese are also of 
force tv prove tlte certainty and stability of tradition," 
(N am argUluen ta q uæcunq ue q l1æ Prutestan tes pro his 
adferunt etialll pugnant pro traditionis certitudine et firllli- 
tate.) Just as 1\11'. Newman tells us that, "wlwtn.er 
explanations tlte Protestant makes in behalf of the preser- 
'i:ation of the writtell u
ord, u.ill be found applicable in tlte 
theory to tlte unwritten." (p.46.) 
Anù in the latter part of the Treatise, we have the fol- 
lowing marks given us of apostolical tradition. First, the 
negative marks, that is, tbose that show a thing not to be 
an apostolical tradition, being., " (1.) Every tradition that 
is clearly opposed to Holy Scripture, is not divine. (2.) A 
tradition contrary to a tradition known to be divine, is 
not divine. (3.) Ever-y tradition that is contrary to the 
COIllmon consent of the Fathers and the definition of the 
church, is not divine. (-1.) A tradition, the origin of 
which was clearly subsequent to the times of the apostles, 
is not divine. (5.) A tradition, respecting which churches 
of like dignity ar-e divided, is not indubitably divine." 
Secondly, the positive marks of divine tradition, being, 
"(1.) That which was always everywhere anù by all 
believed as revealed, is most certainly a divine revela- 
tion. Although it cannot be sufficiently clearly, or by 
any convincing al'gumelìt, derived from Holy Scripture, 
it must be considered as certainly flowing from divine 
tradition. In the first case, where the doctrine is con- 
tained in 
('ripture, but not sufficiently clearly or of 
ne('e

ity, it wiII J)(' a declal.ativc tradition. In the 



IDENTICAL WITH THE nO}II:SH. 


101 


second case, where it is either evidently not contained in 
Scripture, or at least cannot be derived from it by any 
convincing argument, it win be an ora] tradition. 
"(2.) That anything should be considered as having 
been believed always, everywhere, and by an, it is not 
necessary that an individual churches should mathema- 
tically or physically agree; but a moral consent of the 
churches is sufficient, and those the chief ones; whence, 
if these agree together in stating any doctrine which can- 
not be derived from Scripture, it is most certainly to be 
held that it emanates from divine tradition. 
"(3.) The uniform agreement and uniform practice of 
the church of tIle fourth and fifth century, except this 
practice is known to have originated in the decree of the 
church or a council, is a certain sign that that which 
was then believed was always and everywhere believed as 
a divine revelation before the fourth and fifth century." 
Precisely according to the doctrine of our opponents, in 
Tract 85, sect. 8, pp. ] 02, &s. 
"(4.) 'Yhen the universal church observes anything 
as pertaining to faith, religion, or manners, tbe institution 
of which exceeds human power, and which is not found 
in the Holy Scriptures, it is to be believed as certain that 
that was derived from divine tradition. 
" (5.) The doctrine which the universal church has de- 
fended in any age, although it be 110t clear that it pre- 
vailed in particular churches, if it has been always pre- 
scrved in the principal or apostolical churches, proceed ell 
from divine tradition. 
" (6.) 'Yhatever the church hath either defined in a 
general cOllncil, as a doctrine of faith or manners, or 
even universally professed without any decision of a 
general council, tlmt, if it either clearly cannot, or at 
least cannot sufficiently, be proved from Scripture, is of 
divine tradition. 
" (7.) The uniform consent of the Fathers of the first 
five ccnturies Leal'jng witness universally uf any ductriut' 
nut cOlltaincd in Rcripture, aftunb a eCI.tain fuuudation 
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for considering that. that doctrine is of divine tradition, 
although it is altogether speculative." And in a note on 
this mark he says,.-" It is not required for that consent 
that they should all of them have spoken just alike, and 
written so that none disagreed with the rest [i. e. it is 
not necessary to that consent that they should all have 
consented]; for that consent is not to be taken mat/wnw- 
tically, but morally. But lLOW many Fathers precisely may 
be sufficient and be required, cannot be generally defined, 
as always happens in those things which are to be judged 
of morally, and which are left to the judgment of persons 
of good sense." (N eque ad eam consensionem requiritur 
ut omnes illi pl'OI'SUS idem dixel'int sCl'ipserintque nemine 
discordante: ejusmodi enim consensus non mathematice 
sed moraliter accipiendus est. Cæterum q uinam præcise 
Patrum numerus -sufficiat et I'equiratur, genel'aliter defi. 
niri nequit, ut semper contingit in iis quæ llloraliter æsti- 
manda sunt et prudentum judicio relinquuntur.) 'Yhich 
remarks are surely remarlwbly similar to the following 
observations of 1\11'. N eW11lan :-" The rule of Vincent," 
says Mr. Newman, " is not of a mathematical or demon- 
strative character, but moral, and requires practical 
judgment and good sense to apply it. For instance, what 
is meant by being , taught always'? . . . . And does the 
· consent of Fathers' require us to produce tlte direct tes- 
timony of everyone of tltem? How many Fathers, how 
many places, how many instances, constitute a fulfilment 
of the test proposed? . . . 'Yhat degree of application 
is enough, must be decided by the same principles wlticlt 
guide us in tlte conduct of lifp," &c. (pp. 68, 9.) 
" (8.) If the universal church observes an)Tthing 
which is found to have been observed in it in all past 
times, though the institution of it may not be beyond 
human authority, if its origin cannot be ascertained, it 
is deservedly thought to have been instituted Ly the 
apostles; but if ascending upwards, and inquiring into 
its origin, we find it, it is only a human ecclesiastical 
tradition. " 
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And to these marks are appendeù the following" corol- 
laries." 
"(1.) To those diviue traditions whose existence is 
proved by the foregoing marks, the assent of a divine 
faith is due equally as to Scripture. 
., (2.) The divine traditions of which we are certain, are 
a rule of faith. [To this all will subscribe.] 
" (3.) Tradition certainly and continuously diffused 
throughout the universal church, is the fittest mean for 
applying to us divine revelation. 
" (4.) Therefore Scripture is not perfect in the Pro- 
testant sense. For it does not suffice alone to prove con- 
l'incingly all the doctrines of faith and precepts of man- 
ners of the church, either those that are necessary or 
those that are useful." 
" Therefore," adds the writer, " the romplete rille of faitlt 
is Scripture joined with divine tradition, WHICH IF PRO- 
TESTANTS WOULD AD:}UT, ALL THE OTHER CONTRO'-ERSIES 
BETWEEN us AND THEM WOULD SOON CEASE." 1 
There is only one point in which I conceive our oppo- 
nents can object to this statement as differing from theirs, 
and that is, that it does not distinctly state that all the fun- 
dauwntal doctrines are contained in tIle written word; but 
this was a point not in question, anù nothing here stated 
opposes that view, and I have already shown that our 
opponents are totally mistaken in supposing that the Ro- 
manists do not hold this, that is, in tlte sense in wltich they 
themselve." lIold it, namely, that these doctrines are so con- 
tained in the Scriptures, that tradition is necessary to slww 
that they are there. But certainly the UOlllanists hold- 
ing this view do not pretend to refer us to Scripture only 
for proofs of a doctrine which they think that we could 
not finù in Scripture but by the aid of tradition, and 
herein are much more consistent than the Tractators. 
If more evidence were wanted of the views of the Ro- 
manist:; on this point, it would be easy to find it. One of 
our opponents' own witnesses, Dean Field, will tell them, 


I Hec LumpeI', \01. iii, l'p. 31r.-(j
. 
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" For matters of faith we may conclude, according to the 
judgment of the hest and most learned of our adversaries 
tllf'm
elves, that there is nothing to be belie\
ed which is not 
eithí'r expressly contained in Scripture, or at least by ne- 
cessary consequence from thence and other things evident 
in the light of nature or in the matter of fact to be con- 
cluded" (Of the Church, bk. 4. c. 20, p. 377.) _\nd for 
modern evidence, they will fiud it in the Downside discus- 
sion, where one of the Roman Catholic speakers says, 
" The catholic doctrine . . . . . . is, that all absolutely 
esspntirzl revelations are contained in the u-ritten word, but 
it cannot be proved that aU the doctrines, all and every 
one of those truths which Christ came from heaven to 
reveal, and which he willed should be handed down to 
future ages, that all these are contained in the written 
.word." (p. 172.) And again,-" Protestants maintain 
that the Bible alone is the rnle of faith: 'iCe maintain that 
all absolutely essential doctrines are exprp!;snj in the Scrip- 
tures; eitller in the conclusions themselces, or in the prin- 
ciples whence they are deduced." And then, having quoted 
several authorities for this statement, he proceeds, "But 
" hilst we hold that almost every doctrine of religion i
 
('ontained in the Scriptures, yet 've maintain that there 
are some few doctrines which are /lot e.rpressly contained 
therein; and that there are many others contained 
therein whieh (lrp ohscure. Of this we have a proof in the 
immense diversity of opinions which we find amongst 
those who make Scripture their only rule. 'Ve maintain, 
therefore, that Scripture is not tile only rule of faith; that 
there are some few doctrines handed down to us ex- 
clusively, and others more expressly manifested, by the un- 
u-ritten word, forming. a part of the good tidings which 
Christ came from heaven to communicate; and this is 
called tradition. These tu.o parts complete the rule offaitli 
of the catholic rlwrrh." (pp. 27, 28.) "Traùition forms 
n part of the rule which Christ left to his church, and as 
Protestants e
clude tradition, they have not a complpie 
nile of f
ith." (Ih. p. 118.) 
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It is difficult to conceive how our opponents can bave 
fallen into a mistake so important, and one which, though 
no doubt inadvertently made, looks very strange, because 
it tends to make the reader suppose that there is an im- 
portant difference between their doctrine and that of the 
Romanists, when in fact they are substantially identical. 
If, however, our opponents have any doubts remaining 
about the mistake, I will supply them with several other 
refp.rences in confirmation of the preceding} 
1 It is worth;y of observation that we have had not long since in our own 
church a practical proof of what the principles of the Tractators on this sub. 
ject may lead to, and an acknowledgment of their identity with those of the 
Church of Rome ofa very remarkable kind. I allude to the case ofthe Hon. 
and Rev. l\1r. Spencer. It is quite true that this is not a proof of the identity 
for which we contend, but it is a practical argument in favour of it which 
wise men will not think lightly of. Thus writes Mr. Spencer himself on the 
subject. " I could hardl;y fail telling him that in becoming a Catholic I had 
come into the principles which Jllr. Sikes and he himself held in common, and 
on which 
Ir. Sikes had done so much to endeavour to lead me to without 
effect; because I used always to conceive the principles of church-authority, 
which when proposed to me by Catholics afterwards I embraced, quite incon- 
sistent with the pretensions of the Church of England, and with the principles 
of the Reformation, to which both Mr. Sikes and I adhered. I have publicly 
stated that one step in my approximation to catholicity was owing to the con- 
versation ofa Protestant clergyman with whom I happened to pass an evening 
a year before my conversion. This clerg;yman was the late Mr. Vaughan, 
brother to Sir Henry Halford, in argument with whom I was maintaining the 
principle which I held most strenuously of regarding nothing but the Scrip- 
tures as my guide. He made me observe for the first time, what it was strange 
enough I had never before observed, that the Scriptures were not the original 
rule of faith delivered as such by the apostles to the church, and he pressed 
me with arguments to show that the tradition of the church must be attended 
to, [that is, as part of the rule of faith]. This part of his argument I took 
EttIe notice of, hecause I was quite clear that in our hands the principle was 
untenable; but I FEr.T BVER AFTER, THAT I WANTED SOMETHING MORE 
EXPLICIT THAN THE SIIIIPLE SCRIPTURE'> TO GIVE lifE AN ASSURANCE OF FAITH, 
ANI) I WAS THE MORE READY TO E:\IllHACE THE CATHOI.lC DOCTRIXE ON THE 
RULE OF FAITH WHE:"i' AT rENGTH IT C<\ME TO BE CONSISTEXTLY PROPOSED 
To lifE. . . .. I am convinced the argument you hold against the high 
churchmen of the Establishment iEl unanswerable." (British Magazine for 

Iay, 1840, pp. 530, 531.) 
No wonder that the Romanists are exulting ill the success of the Tractators, 
and congratulating themselves upon a great and speedy addition to their ranks 
from those who have made such advances towards them; among the many 
testimonies of which that might be quoted, I will content myself with the 
following from the" Catholic Magazinc " tor 
Ia\'l'h, 18:19. 
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Lastly, let the reader compare tbe doctrine of our 
opponents with the following summary of the Romish 
doctrine of the rule of faith, given by Dr. Hawardine,t in 
his Treatise on that subject. 2 Dr. Hawardine sums up 
the Romish doctrine on the subject in the following twelve 
rules. "FiTst rule. The doctrine of Christian religion 
which the apostles delivered by word of mouth was of 
equal authority with their writings. Second rule. "That 
directions soever the apostles were inspired to give for the 
exercise of religion were of equal authority with their 
writings. Third rule. The distance of the present age 


" Most sincerely and unaffectedly do we tender our congratulations to our 
brethren of O>..ford, that their eyes have been opened to the evils of pri vate 
judgment, and the consequent necessity of curbing its multiform extrava- 
gance. It has been given to them to see the dangers of the e,.er-shifting sands 
of the desert in which they were lately dwelling, and to strike their tents and flee 
the perils of the wiIderness. TheJ. have already advanced a great way on their 
return towards that church within whose walls the wildest imagination is 
struck with a
e." &c.-" \Ve can-we do forgive them,-that, urged b;y the 
clamour of their opponents, many of them exhibit towards us an extreme de- 
gree of intolerance, by teay of proving their abhorrence of such of our tenets 
as they do not as yet hold, and e,dÛbiting themselves as good und true men to 
the eyes of their brethren. "-" Some of the brighte
tornaments oftheir church 
have advocated a re-union with the church of all times and all lands ; and the 
accomplishment of the design, if we have read aright the I signs of the times,' 
is fast ripening. Her maternal arms are ever open to receive back repentant 
children. and as, when the prodigal son returneù to his father's house, thefatteù 
calf was killed, and a great feast of joy made, e,-en so will the whole of Chris- 
tendom rejoice greatly when so bright a body oflearned and pious men as the 
authors of the' Tracts for the Times' shall have made the one step necessary 
to place them again within that sanctuary, where alone they can be safe from 
the mO\ing sands beneath which they dread being overwhelmed. The consi- 
deration of this step will soon inevitably come on:, and it is with the utmust 
confidence that we predict the acccssion to our ranks of the entire mass." "'" 
The Tractators boast of having the great majority of our able and learTJed 
divines in their favour. \Vill they have tIle kindness to inform us wr.ell 
and where those divines were so addre:;sed by members of tIle Church of 
Rome? 
l "A person of consummate knowledge in aU ecclesiastical affairs, 8cho_ 
la<.tic, moral, and historical, and, to do him justice, perhaps the present age 
cannot show his equal."-Dod. "Dr. IIawardine's works are distinguished 
for brevity, accuracy, clearness, order, and close reasoning:'-nutler. 
2 The rule of fhith truly stated. 1 ï
1. 1 
mo. Pt. 3, PI', '2ï 5 d !:jeq. 
"'- pp. li.i. (i. 
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from that of the apostles is no just exception against the 
certainty and authority of apostolical tradition. Fourtlt 
rule. Some points of Christian religion are certainly known 
by apostolical tradition, which in particular are not 
plain in the Holy Scripture alone. Fifth rule. All the 
chief articles of Christianity are contained in the Holy 
Scripture." "This rule," he adds afterwards, " is I think 
beyond dispute." "Sixth rule. All the chief and most 
necessary articles of Christianity are plain in the Holy 
Scripture, if we consider it in that sense in which it is and 
always has been understood by the faithful. Seventh rule. 
Considering the IIoly Scripture in that sense in which it 
was always understood by the faithful, all the articles of 
religion which it is necessary for every Christian to know 
are plain in it. Eightlt rule. The Holy Scripture evi- 
dently contains in gene'ral all points whatsoever of Christian 
religion. JVinth rule. All points of religion may be solidly 
proved by arguments grounded on the Holy Scripture; 
and by them all heresies may be solidly confuted. Tenth 
rule. Some controversies of religion may be decided by 
the Holy Scriptu're alone. Eleventh rule. The true church 
may be found out by Scripture alone. Twelfth rule. 
'Vhatever contains the chief and most distinguishing 
articles of Christian religion may be truly called the rule 
of faith." Such is the Romish doctrine of the divine rule 
of faith and practice, as given by Dr. Hawardine; and his 
comment upon these twelve rules, which is too long to 
transcribe here, identifies his doctrine still more com- 
pletely with that of our opponents. The reader will not 
fail to observe that by the last of these rules it is contrived 
that Scripture shall be called " the rule of faith," but in 
a sense which makes it far from being really the rule. 
In his explication of the twelfth rule, he says, " Hence the 
Books of the New Testament may not improperly be 
called the 'rule of Christian religion." 1 The same remark 
is made, as we shall see hereafter, by 1"11'. Newman, and 
apparently for the same reason, VIZ. in order to explain 
I p.306. 
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away some pa5sages of the Fathers in which it is so called, 
anù "hich therefore renùer it necessary that the nanu' 
should in some way or othel" be aùmitted. 
It would be easy to multiply such extracts, and I may 
just refer the reader to the statements of the Roman 
Catholic opponent of the Jate Rev. Ralph Churtou (no 
Iou' churcltman) on this suLject as almost identical with 
tho
e which are now, alas! put forward by divines of the 
Church of England. l 
But haying given sufficient to enaLle the reader to 
compare the doctrine of the two parties upon the subject, 
I pass on to the more importaut task of exallliuing its 
pretensions. 


I See Repl.r to Rev. R. Churton, h.r F. EHc of ,\rarkworth, E
q. Lonù. 
] 798, 8\"0. pp. lJ G-1l9; ð..c. 
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CHAPTER IV. 


THA.T THERE ARE NO WRITINGS EXTANT ESTITLED TO TilE 
NAME OF APOSTOLICAL TRADITIONS BUT THE CANONICAl. 
SCRIPTURES. 


IN entering upon the ilIquiry whether there remain to 
lIS any apostolical traditions besides the Scriptures of the 
apostles in the New Testament, the first point which we 
have to ascertain is, whether there are any writings ex- 
tant entitled to that name. 
That there are writings claiming to be so considered 
is well known. 
uch, for instance, are various apocryphal 
gospels and epistles, the apo:stolical canons, the apostolical 
constitutions, and various liturgies called by the names of 
the apostles. 'Yith respect to all these, however, it is so 
generally agreed that they cannot be considered the ge- 
nuine productions of the apostles, that it is unnecessary to 
notice them any further in this place. 
But besides these tÌ1ere is one relic of antiquity which 
has been contended for by !:Iome as a genuine relic of the 
apostles, and for which 1\lr. Newman evidently claims an 
apostolical origin and authority,-namely, what is com- 
monly called tlte APOStlP,fö' Crepd. ::\lr. Newman calls it 
" the formal symbol which the apostles adopted, and be- 
II ueathed to the church ;" (p- 270;) " a collection of definite 
articles set apart from the first;" (p. 29G;) and says that it 
"is of the nature ofa written document,alld has an evidence 
of its apostolical origin, the same in kind with that for the 
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Scriptures." (p.297.) And upon such grounds he would 
make it part of the authoritative rule of faith. 
Now, however great may be the value to be attached 
to this venerable relic of the primitive church, such claims 
as are here made in its behalf are utterly without founda- 
tion. Indeed, to hear such a claim advanced for it in the 
present day is not a little remarkable. To say with 1\10- 
sheim, "All who have the least kllOldedge of antiquity 
look upon this opinion as entirely false, and destitute of 
all foundation," I would perhaps seem inconsistent with 
the remarks which have dropped from the pen of one or 
two learned men on the subject; but certainly I will ven- 
ture to say, that IVIr. 
ewman will find an overwhelming 
majority of the learned divines of the last three centuries 
who have examined the suldect, altogether against him. 2 
As this matter is of some moment, I ,,,ill enter some- 
what fully into it, and in proof of the statement just made 
will endeavour to establish the following positions. 
1. That no precise form of words was left by the apos- 
tles as the Christian Creed. 
2. That there was no such definite summary of the 
chief articles of belief given by the apostles to the Christian 
church as the Creed, and that what is called " the Apos- 
tles' Creed" is merely the antient Creed of the Church of 
Rome, and no more entitled to the name than any other 
of the antient Creeds. 
3. That what is called" the Apostles' Creed" gradually 
attained its present form, and that two at least of the 
articles it now contains were not inserted in it before the 
fourth century. 
4. That the Creeds of the primitive church were de- 
rived originally from the Holy Scriptures. 
And therefore 
5. That none of the antient Creeds can be considered as 
an apostolical production. 


1 Eccl. Rist. Pt. 2. c. 3. Engl. transl. vol. i. p J 03. 
2 See Walch. Introd. in Jibr. symb. Jib. i. c. 2. Budd. Isag. ad Theolog. 
lib. i. c. 2. 
 2. . King's His
. of the Apostles' Creeù; Pearson; Barrow; &c. 
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1. That no precise form of words was left by the apos- 
tles as the Christian Creed. 
On this point we naturally refer, first, to the canonical 
Scriptures of the apostles and disciples of our Lord. And 
eonsiderin
 the nature of those writings we might not 
unreasonably expect to find some notice of such a formula 
having been published by them, if so it had been. But 
for such a notice we shall search in vain. ]Hr. Newman, 
indeed, without any hesitation, but also without any proof, 
maintains the contrary, and ::;ilently assuming the correct- 
ness of his own private interpretation of one or two pas- 
sages that seem to him to favour his views, boldly tells us 
of St. Paul "quoting" the Creed, and even the name he 
gives to it. For after observing that history tells us the 
Creed was drawn up in the apostles' days, he adds, "In- 
deed 8t Paul in his first epistle to the Corinthians so 
speaks of it, w!ten quoting part of it, viz. as that which 
had been committed to him, and which he had committed 
in turn to his converts. (I Cor. xv. 3.)" (p. 261.) "To 
guard and to transmit it, [i. e. the Creed,] not to remodel 
it, is her sole duty, as St. Paul has determiupd in !tis second 
epistle to Timothy." (p. 267.) "It is delineated and re- 
cognispd in Scripture itself, where it is called the Hypotyposis, 
01' 'outline of sound word,fö.' " (p. 297.) 
These cool assumptions are certainly very convenient, 
because they cut all knots at once, and by many readers 
are doubtless much preferred to the cautious and guarded 
statements of one who has well weighed his positions, 
and speaks only according to the evidence he possesses, 
lJUt nevertheless must not be allowed to usurp the place 
of proof by one who wishes to know the truth. On 
what authority has }\tIre :Newman made these confident 
assertions of St. Paul quoting" the Creed?" There is 
not a word about "the Creed" in either of the passages 
here referred to, nor, as it appears to me, would the ex- 
pressions lead to 
Ir. Newman's view of their meaning, 
even if we knew from independent sources, that a Creed 
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had been at that time ùrawn up. In the first passage 
the apostle says, "I delivered unto JOu first of alJ that 
which I also receiyed, how that Christ died for our sins 
according to the 
criptures," &c. (l Cor. xv. 3.) Now 
compare this passage with one just preceding it, in the 
eleventh chapter, " For I have received of tlte Lord that 
which also I delivered unto you, that the Lord Jesus the 
same night in which he was betrayed took bread," &c. 
(xi. 23.) The expressions are all but identical, and surely, 
therefore, the ohvious mode of interpreting the passage in 
the 15th is by that in the 11th chapter, where there is 
evidently no quuta
iolt from tlte Creed. And if anything 
further is wanting to show that the apostle did not" re- 
ceive" his faith from" the Creed," we have it in his own 
words in his epistle to the Galatians, where he says, "The 
gospel which was preached of me is not after man, for I 
neither 1'eceÜ'ed it of man, neither u'as I taught it, but by tlle 
Tf>velatioll of Jesus Christ." (Gal. i. 11, 12.) So much then 
for this" quotation from the Creed." The next passage is an 
exhortation to Timothy, "Holù fast the form (or, outlinc) 
of sound words which thou hast heard of me," &c. 'Y1rO- 
TV1rWt1LJ' exe VYH(U'OJlTWJI ^oYWJ', WJI 1rClp' *'p.ou J;I.:ovuac;. (2 Tinl. 
i. 1:3.) X ow the construction of these words in the ori- 
ginal completely overthrows 1\'lr. K ew man's interpretation. 
For the apostle does not say that Timothy bad "beard 
from him" " an outline of sound \,,"ords," but that he had 
heard fi'om him sounù words, ofu.IÛch he was to hold fast 
tlte outline, that is, the great characteristic features. The 
English reader will observe that the word" which" refers 
to the "sound words;" so that the meaning of the passage 
would be more accurately conveyed to the English reader 
by the following translation: "IIold fast the form (or, 
outline) of those sound words which thou hast heard of 
me. I admit that the pas::;age has often been quoted ill 
the sense which 1\lr. Newman has attributed to it, and a 
remarkable instance it is among the many that might be 
mentioned, of the "ay in which obsen-at.ions are hallded 
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down from one to another, and repeated on the mere 
authority of their having once been made. 1 
I repeat, then, we shall search Scripture in vain for 
any even the slightest intimation that the apostles drew 
up a Creed for the use of the Church. And it is hardly to 
be credited that had the apostles drawn up such a for- 
mula, we should have had no notice of it in the Acts of 
the Apostles. 
Further; if there was such a form of words "V here is it? 
which form, among all the various ones which have come 
down to us, is that of the apostles? The form called by 
us "the Apostles' Creed" is nt>t to be traced higher than 
the fourth century. And the forms given in the early 
writers vary much both from this and among themselves. 
For instance, the earliest extant is .in Irenæus, who, 
having spoken of "the unalterable rule ("aJlwv) of truth 
which he received by baptism," (ÓJI ðtct TOV ßa7rT(a'fluToc 
t::L
1Jcpe) gives "the faith preached by the church" thus, 
-"The church, though scattered over all the world from 
one end of the earth to the other, received from the apos- 
tles and their disciples the belief in one God, the Father 
Almighty who made the heaven, and the earth, and the 
seas, and all things that are in them; and in one Jesus 
Christ, the Son of God, who was incarnate for our salva- 
tion; and in the Holy Spirit, who preached by the pro- 
phets the dispensations, and the advents, and the birth by 
a virgin, and the passion, and the resurrection from the 
dead, and the bodily ascension into heaven of the beloved 
Jesus Christ our Lord, and his advent from heaven in the 


I Another instance, I would humbl;y submit, is in the common application 
of l\Iatt. xvi. 18. "The gates of hell (or, harfes) shall not prevail against it:. 
("U.TtC1XVC10VlJ'U/ CWT7)S.) The idea is that of prevailing by superior strength to 
keep an adversary down. This text is almost always quoted as a promise that 
Satan shall never destroy Christ's church on earth 
 and is so applied by Mr. 
Newman. (p. 
49.) But what can the gates of hades have to do with the 
church on earth? But viewing hades as the place of departed spirits. where 
the;y remain till the resurrection. the passage is clear. and the excellence of 
the promise at on
e seen. It is a promise that the church shall not remain 
always in that place of intermediate rest, but shall be ultimately delivercd 
from it by him who" hath the keY3 of harfes and of death." (Rev. i. 18.) 
YOLo I, I 
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glory of the Father to restore (aJlWæpa",,-alWfTau(Jat) an 
things, and to raise all flesh of all mankind, that to 
Christ Jesus our Lord and God and Saviour and King, 
according to the good pleasure of the invisible Father, 
every knee should bow of things in heaven and things 
in earth, and things under the earth, and that every 
tongue should confess to him, and that he may execute just 
judgment upon all; that he may send the spirits of wicked- 
ness, and transgressing and apostate angels, and all 
impious and wicked and lawless and blasphemous men 
into everlasting fire; and to the just and holy, and those 
that have kept his commandments, and remained stedfast 
in his love, some from the beginning, others after repent- 
ance, having given life, may confer on them immortality, 
and put them in possession of eternal glory." 1 
The same writer, however, having occasion again to 
refer to the rule of faith, which he now calls, "the order, 
or rule, of that tradition which the apostles delivered to 
those to wlJOm they committed the churches," gives it in 
the following words,-" Believing in one God, the maker 
of heaven and earth, and all things which are in them, 
through Christ Jesus the Son of God; who on account of 
his extraordinary love for his creature, submitted to be 
Lorn of a virgin, uniting man to God in his own person, 
and having suffered under Pontius Pilate, and rising again, 
and being received in glory, shall come in glory as the 
Saviour of those who are saved, and the Judge of those who 
are condemned, sending the corrupters of the truth (trans- 
figuratores veritatis) and the despisers of his Father and 
of his advent into eternal fire" Q 
Passing from Irenæus to one who flourished shortly after 
him, viz. Tertullian, we have a " Rule of faith" delivered 
to us in quite different terms. Tertullian himself, indeed, 
gives it us in three different forms of words. 
In his book, " On prescription against heretics," he 
says,-" The rule of faith,-that we may now at once 
state what we believe,-is that by which we believe that 
there is hut one God, and no other beside, the maker of 


I IREx. Ad". hær. Iih. i. c.l0. )Iass. c. 2. Grall. 2 Aù". hær. Iih. iii. c. 
. 
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the world, who produced all things out of nothing by his 
'V ord which he sent forth first of all things. That that 
Word was called his Son, was seen at various times by 
the patriarchs under the name of God, was always heard 
by the prophets, and at last was brought down by the 
Spirit and power of God the Father into the Virgin Mary, 
and made flesh in her womb, and being born of her, lived in 
the person of Jesus Christ; that from that time he preached 
a new law and a new promise of the kingdom of heaven; 
that he performed miracles, was crucified, rose again the 
third day, and being taken up into heaven, sat at the 
right hand of the Father, and in his stead sent the power 
of the Holy Spirit to guide believers; and that he shall 
come with glory to take the saints into tbe fruition of 
eternal life and the heavenly promises, and adjudge the 
wicked to everlasting fire, having restored to life both the 
one and the other, and raised their bodies." "This rule," 
he adds, " instituted by Christ, raises no disputes among 
us except such as heresies introduce, or such as make 
heretics." 1 
Again, in his treatise "On virgins being veiled," he 
says, "The Rule of Faith is but one, alone unchange- 
able and unreformable, namely, of believing in one God 
Almighty, the maker of the world, and his Son Jesus 
Christ, born of the Virgin l\Iary, crucified under Pontius 
Pilate, raised the third day from the dead, received in the 
heavens, and now sitting at the right hand of the Father, 
who shall come to judge the quick and the dead by the 
resurrection of the flesh." Q 
He refers to it again in his Treatise against Praxeas, 
where he states it thus ;-" "r e believe indeed one God, 
nevertheless under this dispensation, which we call æro- 
nomy, namely, that there is also a Son of that one God, 
to wit, his \V ord, who proceeded from him, by whom all 
things were made, and without whom nothing was made; 
that he was sent by the Father into a virgin, and born of 
her man as well as God, the Son of man and the Son of 


I De Præscript. ad v. hæret. c. 13. 


2 De virgin. veland. c. 1. 
I 2 
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God, and caned Jesus Christ; that he suffered and was 
dead and buried according to the Scriptures, and raised 
again by the Father, and taken back again into the 
heavens, and now sits at the right hand of tbe Father, 
about to come to judge the quick and the dead, from 
w hence also he sent from the Father according to his 
promise the Holy Spirit, the Paraclete, as the sanctifier of 
the faith of those who believe in the Father and Son and 
Holy Spirit." And he adds, that H this rule had come 
down from the beginning of the GospeL" (Hanc regulam 
ab initio Evangelii decucurrisse.) I 
The passages we have just quoted are, as far as I can 
find, (and as is generally understood,) the only passages in 
the "Titings extant of the first two centuries in which we 
have a formal and succinct delivery of the chief articles of 
the Christian belief, the next occurring in the writings of 
Origen, who flourished towards the middle of the next 
century. 
It follows, therefore, I conceive, beyond doubt, that tbere 
was no form of words left by the Apostles as the Christian 
Creed; for had there been, that doubtless would have been 
q noted in these passages. Had there been such a form 
left by the Apostles, there can be no doubt that it would 
have been religiously preserved by the church, and recog- 
nized in such passages as those we have quoted. But for 
the first three centuries and more there is not the slightest 
indication given us that the Apostles left such a form. 
E:lCh person who has occasion to give a summary of the 
chief articles of the faith, gives it in different words, and 
if more than once, does not himself give always the same 
form. The silence of the Nicene Council upon the matter 
is particulal.ly observable, because then at least there 
would have been a recognition of such a form had it ex- 
isted. There were then no difficulties in the way to pre- 
vent its being openly brought forward if there had been 
such a formula, fo.. persecution had then ceased, anù there 
conld be no reason for concealing it, especially when they 
I Lib. ache Prax. c. 
. 
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were about to promulge one intended for the same pur- 
poses as this is supposed to have answered. Th e rise of 
here
ies might have rendered some addition desirable, bnt 
there would have been at least some respectful recogni- 
tion of the formula left by the Apostles had there been 
such. The silence of this council upon the subject appears 
to me conclusive against the idea. 
Further, the early Fathers apply themselves to prove 
the Articles of the Creeds they give, from the writ- 
ings of the Apostles, which obviously would have been 
altogether useless and absurd for one com posed by the 
Apostles. Such a Creed would in fact have formed a 
portion of the Canonical Scriptures, and a portion of the 
highest authority, as sanctioned by the unanimous voice of 
the Apostles. 
If it is replied, from a misunderstanding of the words 
of Jerome, (quoted in the next page) that" the Creed" was 
not written but delivered orally from one to another, I an- 
swer, that this is evidently a misinterpretation of his words, 
for" the Creed" had been before that time delivered with- 
out hesitation in writing by Ruffinus, and so had been the 
Jerusalem form of it by Cyril, to say nothing of the forms 
given by Irenæus and Tertullian, and therefore the mêan- 
ing of Jerome, when he says, that" the Cre
d is not 
written on paper or with ink, but on the fleshly tables of 
the heart," is, that true Christians, as a body, were to in- 
scribe it on their hearts, and not on paper, which would be 
useless; and perhaps there may be also an allusion to the 
fact that "the Creed" was not to be wl.itten by the bap- 
tized, lest the catechumens might peruse it before they 
were prepared to receive the faith it contained, as we learn 
from CyriJ.1 But such passages do not mean that "the 
Creed" was not to be anywhere written, for authors that 
make similar remarks have themselves left it in writing, 
as for instance Cyril and Rllffinus. 2 
It is not till the close of the fourth century that we 
meet with the report of its being composed by the Apos- 


I Catech. 5. suh fin. ell. l\lilles. 
 7. p.75. 
:I Ruff. in Symhol. propc init. 
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tles. 'Ve do not even find the name "the Apostles' 
Creed," (a name which might have been given to it on 
many other grounds than from the Apostles having been 
considered its authors) earlier than a letter of Ambrose, 
written about the year 389. 1 The first assertion of its 
having been composed by the Apostles is found in Ruffi- 
nus, who, in his Exposition of the Creed, written about 
the year 390, tells us that it was said to be written by 
tbem,2 though he himself, in a subsequent part of the same 
Treatise, speaks in a manner that shows he at least felt 
doubts on the subject. 3 Jerome also speaks of the Creed 
as having been delivered by the Apostles,4 and similar 
language is held respecting it by several writers in the 
fifth and sixth centuries,5 and those that follow,6 and 
hence for a time the notion gained credit that the Apo- 
stles were the authors of it. But the language of 
Jerome is not decisive as to what his own view of the 
matter was, for it may mean, as Du Pin supposes it to 
mean, merely that the Creed contained the apostoli- 
cal faith. And his great contemporary Augustine, not 
only has nowhere in his genuine works 7 even given to it 
the name of" the Apostles' Creed," but has expressly 


I Credatur sJIDbolo Apostolorum, quod Ecclesia Romana intemeratum 
emper custodit et servat. Ad Siricium. Ep. 4
. Ed. Bened. (Par. 1836, 
tom. iv. p. 338.) The earlier works to which reference has been made, are all 
long ago confessed to be spurious, as Clem. Row. Ep. ad Jacob. Constit. 
Apostol. lib. vii. c.41. 
2 "Tradunt majores nostri," &c. Expos. in Symb. 
 2. 
3 .. Cautissime autem qui symbolum tradiderunt etiam tempus quo hæc sub 
Pontio Pilato gesta sunt designaverunt." lb. 
 20. Ed. Famel. Col. Agripp. 
1617. 
4 In symbolo fidei et spei nostræ, quod ab Apostolis traditum non scribitur 
in charta et atramento sed in tabulis cordis carnalibus, post confessionem Tri- 
nitatis et unitatem ecclesiæ omne Christiani dogmatis sacramentum carnis 
resurrectione concluditur. Ad Pammach. adv. error. Jo. Hierosol. (written 
about the year 397.) Ed. Bened. tom. iv. col. 3
3. Vall. Ven. ii. 435. 
5 Leo l\Iagn. Ep. ! 3. J o. Cassian. De incam. Dom. lib. v. Venantius Fortu- 
natuB, Expos. SJIDb. in Præfat. Isidor. Hispal. Orig. lib. vi. c. 9. Vigil. Taps. 
Aùv. Eutych. lib. iv. 
6 Raban. Maur. De instit. cler. lib. ii. c. 56, and others. 
7 Serm. ] 15 and] HI of his Sermones de Tempore are confessedly spurious 
and rejected h.r the Bcnedictines. 
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said, as we shall show presently, that it was compiled from 
the Scriptures. 
The account of Ruffinus is this,-" Our Fathers say, 
that after the ascension of our Lord . . . . the Apostles 
. . . . went each to different nations. Therefore, being 
about to separate from each other, they settle among 
themselves beforehand a rule for their future preaching, 
lest perchance when apart from one another, they should 
preach to those who were invited to the faith of Christ doc- 
trines at all dissimilar. Therefore, being assembled all to- 
gether and filled with the Holy Spirit, they compose that 
short summary of their future preaching, putting together 
what each one thought fit to supply, and resolve that this 
should be given to the faithful as a rule." 
And the Author of the Sermon numbered 115 of the 
" Sermones De Tempore," of Augustine, kindly tells us 
what articles each apostle supplied, Thomas supplying 
the words, " he descended into hell," and Simon Zelotes, 
" the communion of saints," which articles, as is well 
known, were not in the Creed till some two centuries at 
least after the death of all the Apostles. 
A very pretty story, but coming rather too late in the 
ùay in the year 390, to make much impression, and withal 
not very complimentary to inspired men, that they should 
be so careful to confer with one another before they sepa- 
rated, lest they should preach different doctrines. 
'Ve assert further, 
2. That there was no such definite summary of the 
chief articles of belief given by the Apostles to the Chris- 
tian Church, as "the Creed;" and that what is called 
" the Apostles' Creed" is merely the antient Creed of the 
Church of Rome, and no more entitled to the name than 
any other of the antient Creeds. 
In the first place, as we observed on the former head, 
Scripture is silent as to their having left any such sum- 
mary. 
That they required a confession of faith from candidates 
tur baptism is doubtless true, but how far that confession 
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extended we have at least no evidence in Scripture, and 
the only recorded confession is, I think, that of the Ethi- 
opian eunuch,-" I believe that Jesus Christ is the Son 
of God,"-which was evidently accepted by Philip as a 
sufficient baptismal confession, and which might be said 
to include virtually a confession of the whole Trinity. 
(Acts viii. 37.) And a similar confession is spoken of on 
other occasions as involving virtually an avowal of the 
Christian faith. (See ch. xvi. 31.) 
So much, then, is of course freely granted, that the 
Apostles required a confession of faith previous to bap- 
tism, which might and probably did include several of the 
articles now in ., the .Apostles' Creed." But as to the ex- 
tent of that confession, or that it had any definite limits, 
there is at least no evidence upon which we can depend. 
Ingenious as are the conjectures which have been offered, 
founded upon the catechetical instructions of the Apo- 
stles, that such and such articles must have formed part 
of the baptismal Creed, they are but conjectures, and 
grounded upon a mode of argument which would prove too 
much; for if, as has been argued, the articles of the re- 
surrection of the dead and life everlasting are to be ad- 
mitted, because the Apostle mentions in one place the re- 
surrection of the dead and eternal judgment as doctrines 
belonging to the "foundation," on the same ground we 
must conclude that "the doctrine of baptisms and of 
laying on of hands" formed part of that Creed in the time 
of the Apostles. 
l\Ioreover, had there been such a fixed and definite 
summary, there would not have been so great a variation 
in the confessions given by the early wfiters. IIad there 
been a collection of certain definite articles made by the 
Apostles, and left with the church, on the understanding 
that those were the articles which should form the Creed, 
there would not have been this variation. 
N or can there be any doubt that we should have had 
some reference to this fact in the Fat hers of the first 
three centuries, and the proceedings of the Nicenc 
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council. They would have told us, especially when de- 
livering " the rule of faith," that the Apostles had left a 
rule of faith consisting of certain definite articles; but 
instead of this, when giving the Rule of faith, they vary 
in the number of articles given, and uniformly leave out 
some of those given in our present Creed. 
Nay, lllore, the sUlllmaries given by tlte same Father 
vary in extent, so as to show that tbe selection was made 
by the individual writer. And all that is stated merely 
amounts to this, that the summary so given was agreeable 
to the faith delivered by the Apostles, that tlte faith de- 
livered in it had come f1'011l the Apostles. 
To the argument, that unless there had been such 
a summary there would not have been the similarity 
we finù in these Creeds, it is quite a sufficient answer 
to refer to tbe parting direction of our Lord to his dis- 
ciples, " Go and teach all nations, Laptizing them in the 
name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy 
Ghost," (:\'Iatt. xxviii. 19,) in which we find at once the 
rudiments of the earliest Creeds, anù from wltich "the 
Creed" appears to have derived its origin. 
Such is the view taken of this passage by the great 
Athanasius. 
"Let us moreover," he says, " observe, that this was 
from the beginning the tradition and doctrine and faith 
of the catholic church, which the Lord gave, and tbe 
A postles preached, and the Fathel's kept. For upon this 
the church was founded, and he who falls away fi.om this 
could not be, nor be called, a Christian. Therefore, there is 
a holy anJ perfect Trinity, &c. . . [proceeding to deliver 
the II
ctrille of the Trinity] . . . ..lnd that this faith is 
the faith of the church, let them learn from this, that the 
Lorò, when he sent forth his disciples, commanded them 
to lay this fo'mdation for the church, saying, , Go and 
teach all nations, baptizing them in the name of the 
Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost'; and 
the apostles went and taught thus; and this is what is 
preached to every church under heaven. Therefore, 
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since the church has this as the foundation of its faith, let 
them tell us in reply, and answer whether there is a 
Trinity or a Duality," &c. 1 
And so again; -" This is the faith of the catholic 
church. For the Lord hath founded and rooted it upon 
the Trinity, saying to his disciples, 'Go and teach all 
nations, baptizing them in the name of the Father, and 
of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost.''' 2 
And again, speaking of the name Father as being 
more appropriate for the first Person of the Trinity than 
U nbegotten, he says, " J\'Ioreover, when teaching us to 
pray, he [i. e. our Lord] did not say, But when ye pray, 
say, 0 God, unbegotten, but, But when ye pray, say, 
Our Father who art in heaven; and also he wished THE 
SUMMARY OF OUR FAITH to lead .likewise to this [name], 
where having commanded that we should be baptized, it 
is not in the name of the U nbegotten and the begotten, 
nor in the name of the Creator and the created, but in 
the name of Father, and Son, and Holy Ghost." 3 


1 lliwp.E:vliE: ðp.ws Ka17rpos'TOUTOIS Kat aUT1jV 'T1jIlE:
 apX1jS 7ropaliOCl'IVKallillia(TKaÀlall 
Kat 7rI(T'T1V T1jS KaØOÀIK1jS EKKÀ1j(TlaS, f}vð p.E:V Kuplos E:liWKE:V, olliE:A7rO(T'ToÀOI E:K1jpU
- 
all, Kal ol 7raTE:pE:S E:CþuÀa.l;all. E:V 'TaUT1j "yap 7} EKKÀ1j(Tla 'TE:8Ep.E:ÀlwTal, Kal ð 'TauT1js 
E:K1IT7M"WV OI;'T' all E:11j, OUT' all E:T! ÀE:"yOITO, Xpl(TT!aIlOS. TplaS'TOIVÚII á"yla Kal'TE:ÀE:la 
E:(T'TIV . . . . Kal ðT! an1j 7} 7r1(T'TIS 'T1jS EKKÀ1j(TlaS E:(T'TI, p.a8E'TW(Tall, 7rWS ð p.E:V 
KUpIOS, a7rO(T'TE:ÀÀWV 'TOUS A7rO(T'ToÀOUS, 7rap1/rYE:IÀE: 'TOUTOV 8E:p.E:ÀIOV n8E:llal T1j 
EKKÀ1j(Tla, ÀE:"yWII, nOpEvØE:VTE:S p.a81jTE:u(TaTE: 7rallTa 'Ta E:8vr}" ßa7r'TIfOVTE:S aUTO US HS 
'TO ovop.a 'TOU naTpos Kal 'TOU 'rIOU Kal 'TOU á"yIOU nVE:up.aTOS. '01 liE: A7rO(TTOÀOI 
7ropE:u8EV'TES oVrws E:lillia
av. Kal'TOUTO E:(T'TIV HS 7rlUTall 'T1j1l {,7r' oupalloll EKKÀll- 
(Tlav 'TO K1jpvyp.a. OUKOIIII 'TOUTOV E:XOU(T1jS 'T1jS EKKÀ1j(TlaS 'TOV 8E:p.'ÀIOV 'T1jS 7r1(T- 
'TEWS, E:17ra'TW(Tall 7raÀlV 7}P.11I E:KE:IVOI Kal a7rOKpIV1UT8w(Tall, Tplas E:(T'TIII '11 .ð.uas; K. 
'T. À. Athanas. Epist. ad Serap. Contra eos qui dicullt, Spiritum S. creaturam 
esse. 

. 23,9. Ope ed. Ben. tom. i. Part 2. pp. GiG, i. Ed. Col. 168G. tom. i. 
pp. 20
, 3. See also the same Treatise at
. 6. p. 653, (or p. 179.) et Epist. ad 
Sera
). contra eos qui dicunt Filium creaturam esse, 
. 6. p. 68i, (or, p. liO.) 
the former particularl;y. 
2 AUTf} 'T1jS Ka80ÀIK1js EKKÀ1j(TlaS 7} 7rI(T'TIS. Ev Tplalil "yap aUT1jv E:8Ep.E:ÀIW(TE: 
Kal E:pplrW(TEV ð KuplfJS, HP1jKWS 'TOIS p.a81jTals, nopE:u8EVTE:S p.a81jTE:u(Tan K. 'T. À. 
Epist. ad 
erap. De Spiro S. 
. 6. eù. Ben. tom. i. Pt. 2. p. 695. ed. Col. 
tom. ii. p. J4. 
3 AÀÀa Kal 7}p.as E:uXE:(T8al lillia(TKWV, OUK H:rEII, 'OTav liE: 7rPO(TEUXE(T8E: ÀE:"yE:TE:, 
0E:E: AoyEIIV1jn, aÀÀa p.aÀÀOV. "(}rav liE: 7rPO(TE:UXE(T8E:. À E:oyE:n, nanp 7}P.WII ð E:II 'TOI S 
O:JpaIlOIS. Kal'TO KfcþaÀalOV liE: 'T1jS 7r1(TTE:WS 7}P.WV EIS TOUTO (TUIITE:IIIHII1j8E:À1j(TE:, KE- 
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Hence it is said in the " Catholic Letter" attributed 
to Athanasius, "The symbol, therefore, of our faith is 
the Consubstantial Trinity.n 1 
Hence, therefore, Tertullian, after giving" the Creed," 
adds, (in a passage already quoted, pp. 114, 15 above,) 
that" this rule" was " instituted by Christ." 
So Basil, after giving a summary of "the Creed," 
taken professedly from Scripture, adds, " Thus we believe, 
and thus we baptize into the Consubstantial Trinity, 
according to the command of our Lord Jesus Christ, 
when he said, ' Go and teach all nations, baptizing them 
in the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the 
Holy Ghost.'" 2 
So in the Creed of Lucian, (quoted p. 133 below), 
these words of our Lord are referred to as the foundation 
upon which the Creed was built. 
Thus also Gregory of Nyssa says, "And afterwards 
he [i. e. onr Lord] adds the words by which they [i. e. his 
disciples] were about to take captive as in a net the whole 
earth, and in which is contained tlte wlwle mystery of true 
religion; for he says, , Go and teach all nations, bap- 
tizing them in the name of the Father, and of the Son, 
and of th
 Holy Ghost, teaching them to observe all 


ÀfiUCTas .qp.as ßa7f''TIÇfiCT8al, OUK filS o/lop.a A"Yfi/lIl7}TOU Kal rfillll7}TOU, OUOfi filS ollop.a 
KT.CT'TOU Kal KTICTp.aTOS, aÀÀ' filS ollop.a naTpos Kal 'rIOU Kal å"YIOU nllfiup.aTOS. 
Contra Arianos Orate la.
. 34. eù. Ben. tom. i. pp. 438, 9. orate 
a. ed. 
Colon. vol. i. p. 3-:1:1. See also oral. 4. 
 21 tom. i. p. 633. (or, orate 5. tom. 
i. p. .535.) And so in the Treatise, "Contra Sabellii Gregales," attributed to 
Athanasius, and supposed by Du Pin and others to be genuine though the 
ßenedictines place it among those of doubtful genuineness, it is said, M7}- 
OfilS aplloup.fillOS Ta Tpla T1]1I MOllaõa 
UpICTKfilll 1I0P.IÇE'TW. aÀÀ' fiJl T7} Tplaol 1I0HTW 
TO fll, fiXWII TO KficþaJ..alOIl T7}S 7f'ICT'Tf:WS fill TW ßa7f'TlCTp.aTl Kat fill TalS TplCT11I å"Y lals 
CTcþPU"Y ICTI . cù. ßen. tom. ii. p. 43. ed. Col. vol. i. p. 658. The" Epistola ad 
J ovianum," \01. ii. p. 
41. (or, p. 34 ) contains a similar passage, . but I do 
not quote it as that Letter is generally considered spurious. 
I 
UP.ßOÀOII OUII T7}S 7f'ICTTf:WS .qP.WII bp.oouclIos .q Tplas. ed. ßened. tom. ii. p. 30. 
ed. Colon. 1686. tom. i. p. 571. This letter is considered by Du Pi nand 
otheri! as genuine, but the llenedictines have placed it among the doubtful. 
2 'OU'TWS cþPOIIOUP.fill, KI.lI ðUTwS ßU7rTlÇOP.fill filS Tplaoa ðP.OOUCTIOII, KaTa T7}1I (IITO- 
ÀTjIl aUTOU TOU Kuplou .qP.WII J7}CTOU XplCTTOU H7rOIlTOS, 7f'opf:u8fi"Tf:S p.alJY)TfiuCTaTfi IC. 
T. À. Serm. de fille. 
. 4. ed. Bened. tom. ii. p. 
28. !)ar. 1618. tom. ii. p. 255. 
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things whatsoever I have commanded yOU.''' I Anù so in 
another place he says, " \Ve believe in accordance with 
that faith which our Lord set forth to the disciples, say- 
ing, 'Go and teach all nations: &c. This is the decJara- 
tion of the mystery by which, through the birth from 
above-, our nature is changed from that which is mortal 
to that which is immortal." 2 
And thus speaks Augustine: "'Yho can be ignorant 
that it is not Christ's baptism, if the words of the Gos- 
pel, in 'Which the Creed is contained, have been there 
wanting." 3 
Thus also Hilary: "To believers the word of God, 
which was transfused into our ears by the testimony of the 
Evangelist united with the power of its own truth, was 
sufficient, when the Lord says, , Go and teach all nations, 
baptizing tlH'm,' &c. [lUatt. xxviii. 19, 20.] For what is 
there which concerns the mystery of the salvation of man, 
which is not contained in it? Or what is there which 
remains to be said, or is obscure? All things are com- 
plete, as from one who is complete, and perfect, as from 
one who i
 perfect. . . . . But we are compelled, through 
the sin,; of heretics and blasphcll1ers, to handle points 
of which we have no permission to speak; to climb the 
heights of divine truth; to speak of ineffable mysteries; 
to presume beyond what is revealed to us. . . . Their 
infidelity carries us into the region of doubt and (langer, 


I Kal 
7rlcþ
pH ÀOI7I..,VTa p1/p.aTa 1)1' &v 
P.fÀÀOV T7]V OIKOUP.
V1/V ÓÀTJV (TayrlV
u
IV. 
Kal 
v 01s 
(TTiV a7rUV TO T1/S 
U(TfßHas P.U(TT1/PIOV. nop
u8
VTH 'Yap, cþ1/(TI, p.u81/- 
T
U(TaTf 7rUVTa Ta 
8v1/. ßa7rTlÇOVTëS K. T. À. De resurr. orate 
a. (Par. 1638. 
tom. iii. p. .il4. Par. I615-HI. tom. ii. p. 846.) 
2 nt(TT
VOP.EV OUV Ka8ws 

E8ETO TOtS p.a81JTUIS T1]V '/rl(TTIV ð KvplOS Ó fl7rCIJV. VTI 
7rop
v8
vTH p.a87]T
u(TaT
 K. T. À. [)[att. xxviii. 19.] 'OIfTOS 
(TTiV ó ÀO'Yos TOU 
P.U(T'T7]PbOU, fV & 1)la TTJS avw8fv 'Y
VV7](TfWS p.
TanK
uaÇ
Tal Tjp.wv 7) cþU(TIS U7rO TOU 
cþ8ap-rou 7rpOS TO atp8ap-rov. Id. Contr. Eunom. Ed. 16] 5. orate la. tom. ii. p. 
2. Ed. 1633. oral. 
a. tom. ii. 
3 Quis nesciat non esse baptismum Christi si verba Evangelica quilms SYlll- 
Lolum constat illic defuerint. Aug. De bapt. contra Donat. lib. 6. c. 25. 
tom. ix. coI. 176. There can he no doubt what tIle" veilm E\angelica" 
mean, as he had baiÙ just uefore, ., Deus adcst Evangclicis veruis suis, sine 
quibu8 bal'tismus Christi cUIl!:>ecmri lion pot-c;ot:' 
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when it is necessary to put forward anything concerning 
things so great and recondite beyond tlle heavenly rule. 
The Lord had said that the nations were to be baptized 
in the name of the Father, and the Son, and the Holy 
Ghost. The form (or, rule) of faith is certain; but as it 
regards the heretics, the whole meaning is in dispute." I 
And lastly, thus speaks Theodoret: '" Go, said he, 
and teach all nations, baptizing them,' &c. And, accord- 
ing to this law, both the divine apostles, and the teachers 
of the church who followed them, teach those who corne 
to them to believe in the name of the Father, and of the 
Son, and of the Holy Ghost; and baptize those who are 
thus taught, in the name of the Father, and of the Son, 
and of the Holy Ghost." 2 
The foundation of " the Creed," therefore, was laid in 
these words delivered by our Lord himself. Each bishop 
or church baptizing according to our Saviour's command, 
in the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the 
IIoly Ghost, required first and principally a brief con- 
fession of belief in the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, in 
the terms 'lCltich they thought most suitable to the orthodox 
faitll; and this direction of our Lord was evidently consi- 
dered by the early Fathers as intimating that the sum and 
substance of the Christian faith consisted in such a con- 


I Sufficiehat credentibus Dei serIDO qui in aures nostras Evangelistæ testi- 
monio cum ipsa veritatis 8uæ virtute transfusus est, cum dicit Dominus, 
· Euntes nunc docete omnes gentes baptizantes eos,' &c. Quid enim in eo 
de sacramento salutis humanæ non continetur? Aut quid est, quod sit reli- 
quum aut obscurum? Plena sunt omnia ut a pleno et a perfecto perfecta. 
. . . . Sed compellimur hæreticorum et blasphemantium vitiis illicita agere, 
ardua scandere, ineftà.hilia eloqui, inconcessa præsumere . . . . lIorum infi- 
delitas in anceps nos ac periculum protrahit, ut necesse sit de tantis ac tam 
reconditis rehus aliquid ultra præscriptum cæleste proferre. Dixerat Dominus 
haptizandas gentes in nomine Patris et Filii et Spiritus Sancti. Forma fidei 
certa est; sed quantum ad hæreticos omnis sensus incertus est. Hilar. De 
Trin. lib. '2. 

 ], 2, 5. Ed. Bened. 
2 nop
ve
JI'T
s "Yap, 
cþ'1J, p.ae'1JnVf1aT
. . . . . KaTa TOVTOII B
 TOil 1I0P.01l KUt 01 
eEtOt A7rOf1ToJ.m, Kat ;;1 P.ET' 
KH/IOUS T'1JS 
KKÀ'1Jf1tUS BIBaf1KUÀOt, p.aØ1]T
VOUf11 TOUS 
7rpOf1 t OJI'Tas 7rtf1T
VEtIl 
tS TO ollop.a TOV naTpos K"t TDU'rtOV Kat TOV å"Ytou nll
up.aTOS, 
Kat TOUS p.ae'1JT
Ue
JI'T"S !3aTTtrOUf1W HS TO o/lop.a TOU n"TpOS, K. T. À. Theoù. 
IIær. Fah.lib. iv. c. l. Eù. Schulz. tom. iv. pp. 350, 1. 
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fession; and hence Christians are called by Tertullian, 
" those who believe in the Father, Son, and Holy 
Ghost." 1 
That any determinate amplification of this confession 
(i. e. one including certain fixed and definite points) was 
made by the Apostles, there is not the slightest ground 
to suppose. The testimony of the earliest Creeds is cer- 
tainly opposed to such an idea; for while the degree of 
similarity there is among them is fully accounted for by 
recollecting that common foundation fronl which they 
originated, our Lord's precept for baptism, the variations 
they exhibit show that there was no definite confession 
formed upon that foundat.ion by apostolical authority. 
And as the time at which some of the articles now found 
in " the Apostles' Creed" were inserted can be traced, (as 
we shall prove presently,) and as these articles were 
inserted by ecclesiastical authority, so the articles pre- 
viously inserted may have been placed there by the same 
authority. 
" The earliest Christian church," says L'Estrange, 
" knew, I conceive, no other creed, no other confession of 
faith, as antecedently necessary to baptism . . than that 
of belief in the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, as was the 
direction of our Saviour relating to baptism . . . . After- 
wards, as upstart heresies did administer occasion, several 
articles were added in opposition to those false teachers." 2 
The same view of this question is taken by Bishop StiI- 
lingf!eet. 3 
"That in the more antient times," says Dr. Barrow, 
" there was no one form generally fixed and agreed upon, 
to omit other arguments that persuade it, is hence pro- 
bable, for that the most learned and generally knowing 
persons of those times, when in their apologies against 
disbelievers for Christianity, or in their assertions of its 
genuine principles and doctrines against misbelievers, 


I Adv. Prax. c. 2. 
2 Alliance of Div. Offices, 
(! eù. p_ Iôß. 
:J Vinùic. of Doct. of Trill. p. 
25. 
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they, by the nature and sequel of their discourse, are 
engaged to sum up the principal doctrines of our reli- 
gion, they do not yet (as reason did require, and they 
could hardly have avoided doing, had there been any 
such constantly and universally settled or avowed form) 
allege any such; but rather from their own observation 
of the common sense agreed upon, and in their own ex- 
pression, set down those main doctrines wherein the chief 
churC'hes did consent; as may be seen by divers of them, 
especially by Tertnllian, the oldest of the Latins, if we 
compare several places wherein he delivers the rule of 
faith, (as he constantly calls it, that is, such a summary of 
Christian principles by which the truth of doctrines con- 
cerning matters therein touched might be examined); 
wherein I say he delivers such rules of faith to the same 
purpose in sense, but in language somewhat different, yet 
uel:er referring us to any standing and more authentic form. 
Among these forms, that which now passes under the 
title of the Apostles' Creed (about which we discourse) 
seems to have been peculiar to the Roman Church, and 
that very antiently, (as to the chief articles thereof, for it 
appears that in process of time it hath been somewhat 
altered, especially by addition); and lJecause it had been 
used from such antiquity, that its original composition 
and use were not known, was presumed to have de- 
rived from the Apostles, the first planters of that church 
( as it was then vsual to repute all immemorial customs to 
be deduced frUln (lpostolical tradition); or possibly because 
the Roman Ch urch (as in common belief fouuded by the 
two great apostles, Peter and Paul) was, by way of ex- 
cellency, called the apostolical church, and the succes- 
sion of Roman bishops, spdes apostolica, so whatever be- 
longed to that church obtained the same denomination; 
and among the rest, the Roman symbol might, for that 
reason, be called sYlllbolutn apostoliculll; that is, symbo- 
lum ecclesiæ apostolicæ. For that it was compiled by 
joint advice, or by particular contributions of all the 
A postlcs, is a conceit sustained by rery u.{'ull ground..;, and 
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m;sailed by very strong objections; as that a matter of so 
illustrious remarkableness, and of so great concernment, 
should be nowhere mentioned in the Apostolic Acts, nor 
by any authentic record attested, (and, indeed, had it been 
so testified, it must have attained canonical authority); 
tl1at it was not received by all churches; and that those 
which used the substance thereof were so bold therewith 
as to alter and enlarge it, are considerations ordinarily 
objected thereto; but that which most effectually to my 
seeming doth render sllch original thereof altogether 
uncertain, (and doth. amount almost to a demom;tration 
against it, I mean against the truth, or, u.hich is all one in 
matters of this nature, its certainty of being composed by 
the Apostles,) is that which I before intimated; viz. that 
the most antient (and those the most inquisitive and best 
seen in such matters) ''''ere either wholly ignorant that 
such a form, pretending the apostles for its authors, was 
extant, or did not accord to its pretellce, or did not at all 
rely upon the authenticalness thereof; otherwise (as I 
before urged) it is hardly possible that they should not 
have in most direct and express manner alleged it, and 
used its authority against those wild heretics who im- 
pugned some points thereof." 1 
I conclude this head with the following observation of 
the Bishop of Lincoln. "The inference to be drawn from 
a comparison of different passages scattered through 
Tertullian's writings is, tlwt the Apostlps' Creed in its pre- 
sent form was not known to him as a summary of faith; 
but [of which there can be no doubt] that the various 
clauses of which it is composed were generally received 
as articles of faith by orthodox Christians." 
 
So little ground has ]\'1r. Newman for his remark,- 
"This elementary confession [i. e. "I believe in Jesus 
Christ"] seems, even before t1Je Apostles' death, to have 
been expanded and moulded into form, and in tlwt form or 


I Exposition on the Creed, init. See his works, Oxf. 1818, vol. v. 
pp. 22] -3. 
2 Eccl. TIi
t. illustrateJ from Tertullian, p. 324. 
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type it llfls remaillf'd lip to tltis day in tlw Baptismal SerL"Ïce. 
I say this was done in tlw Apostles' days, because ltistoTY 
bears witness to tlte fact, calling it 'the Creed,' 'the 
Apostles' Creed,' the treasure and legacy of faith which 
the Apostles had left to their converts." (p. 260.) That it 
may be said to contain "the faith which the apostles had 
left to their converts," is very true, (and we can prove it 
by their writings,) but this is no proof that the Creed was 
"moulded into form" in the days of the Apostles; and 
when 1\lr. Newman adds that "this was done in the 
Apostles' days, because ltistory bears witness to tlte fart, 
calling it 'the Creed,' 'the Apostles' Creed,'" he very 
sadly misrepresents the real state of the case. It is not 
till quite the close of tlte fourth century tlwt we hear any- 
tlling aboZlt "tlte Apostle,y' Creed." The name (symbolum 
apostolorum) certainly is given to the Creed about that 
period by some writers, but only in the Latin churclt,l and 
the period at which they li,-ed is evidently too late to ad- 
mit of their evidence being considered as sufficient to 
establish such a matter. So that from the time of Eras- 
mus very few authors of repute have maintained the opi- 
nion that the Creed was, strictly speaking, an apostolical 
formula. Indeed how to account for such statements 
f!"Om a student of antiquity I know not. 
That" the Apostles' Creed," and all the other Creeds 
of the orthodox, might be said to he " the faith (or, creed) 
delivered by the holy apostles," 2 " the holy and apostoli- 
cal faith," (or, creed,)3 as they are often called by the Fa- 
tlwrs, is no doubt true, because they may be proved from 
Scripture, Lmt this is very different to speaking of the 


I I say this on the authority of Du Pin, himself a Romanist. 
2 As Epiphanius says of a Creed given by him as the baptismal Creed of 
his church, and which differs much both from that called" the Apostles'," and 
the Nicene,- Ka& ålJ'T1j P.fJl 1) 7r&O"ns 7rupfl)061j a'/l"o T6)JI å-Y&6)JI U'/I"OO"T01\6)JI Ka& fJl 
EKI(1\1jO"&q. TV å-y&Cf 7r01\E& U'/I"O 7rallTt>>JI ðp.ou T6)JI å-Y&6)JI E'/I"&O"KO'7r6)JI Ó7rfP TP&OJCOo"&6)JI 
l)fga TOJI ap&6p.oJl. Epiph. Anchor. sub. fin. Ope ed. Petav. v. 2. p. 123. 
3 As Cyril calls tbe Creed which he gives of the Church of Jerusalem- 
'A-y&a Ka& a'/l"oO"Tol\&K1j 7r&O"T&S. Cat. 1 R. Ed. i\Iilles. p. 27t. 
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Apostles as the authors of the formulæ themselves, which, 
had it been the case, wouIù have been stated by the Fa- 
thers in defence of them, and have rendered their proofs 
of the statements contained in them from the writings of 
the Apostles unnecessary. 
The Creed caIIed by us "the Apostles' Creed," there- 
fore, has got that name appropriated to it with us merely 
through the partiality of some authors of repute in the 
Latin church at the end of the fourth century to the Creed 
of their own clturclt, for it has clearly no more right to the 
title than the Creeds of the Oriental churches, of which the 
most antient extant are those of the churches of Cæsarea 
and J erusalem,t given respectively by Eusebius ofCæsarea 
(as already quoted) and Cyril of Jerusalem, (ùoth of them, 
by the way, more antient writers than any from whom we 
have the Creeds of the Latin church,) nor have any of 
tho
e Creeùs a better right to the title than the Creeds of 
the Councils of Nice and Constantinople.!z Each of these 
Creeds is, in fact, an exposition by one or more pastors of 
the church, of the faith delivered by the apostles, (whether 
taken from their oral or written tradition is hereafter to 
be consiùered;) an exposition gradually extended from 
that simple confession of faith required from the eunuch 
by Philip, (Acts viii. 37,) or that confession of faith in the 
Trinity, to which our Lord's directions for baptism (J\fatt. 


1 I do not notice the Creed given by some writers as the antient Oriental 
Creed, derÍ\ed from the Exposition of Ruffinus upon the Creed, because it is 
derived from thence merely by inferential reasoning. The Creed which he 
there gives is, as he himself tells us, the Creed of the church of Aquileia, hut 
from his occasional notice of some discrepancies between that and the Creeds 
of Rome and the churches of the East, it has been taken for granted tlwt 
these latter Creeds were precisely the same as that of Aquileia, which he gives, 
except in the passages he has noted. This may be so, but it is merely con- 
jecture. 
2 This Creed has in fact been caUeù "the Arostles' Creed" even in the 
Latin church, which may suggest the probability that this title was not alwa.ys 
intenèed to imply that the Apostles had deli,-ered the formula, but only the 
faith contained in it. In an antient missal in use in the Latin chull'h about 
the year 700, it is said of this Creed, .. }'inito Symbolo A postolm'um, dicat 
sacerùos," &c. Miss. ed. Argent. 1.)57, p. 41. See U:shcr, De tribe s.rmh. 
p.l6. 
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xxviii. 19) would lead. And that which is commonly 
called among us "the Apostles' Creed," we might more 
properly name, with Dr. Barrow, the antient Roman 
Creed, to distinguish it from those of Jerusalem and Nice 
and others, which are equally entitled with it to the name 
of the Apost[ps' Creed. And so, indeed, it is called Ly 
Ruffinus. 1 In fact the appellation is merely due to the 
spirit in which the Church of Rome has acted from a very 
early period,2 attempting to obtain currency for all her 
rites and usages, by calling them apostolical. 
It is maintained, 
3. That what is called" the Apostles' Creed" gradually 
attained its present form, and that two at least of the 
Articles it now contains were not inserted in it before the 
fourth century. 
It will have been already observed that in the Creeds 
or confessions of faith just quoted from the works of 
Irenæus and Tertullian, the faith is comprised in the 
articles relating to the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, 
none of those which follow in our present Creed being. 
introduced except that of the resurrection of the flesh, 
which is connected with the articles relating to the 
Son, nor that of the descent into hell. Such also is the 
case in all the Creeds down to that of the Nicene Council, 
that also incl uded. 
}'or the satisfaction of the reader, I will here add them 
in the order in which they occur. 
Among them may be noticed the statement made by 
Origen at the beginning of his ,york, "On first princi- 
ples," wherein he lays down the doctrines maintained, as 
he conceives, by successional delivery in the churches frç.m 
the time of the apostles, though this statement is hardly 
to be reckoned a brief summary of the chief articles of 
the faith, taking, as it seems, a much wider range. How- 
ever the reader will find it in the next chapter. 
There is, however, in a work attributed to Origen a 
delivery of such a summary as follows :-" I Lelieve that 


J See p. 140 below. 


2 See Firmilian.s Letter to Cyprian. 
K 1. 
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there is one Goà and Creator and l\'Iaker of all things, 
and God the 'Y ord derived from him, consubstantial, 
eternal, who in the last times took upon him human 
nature of 1\la,.y, and was crucified and rose again from 
the dead. And I believe also the Holy Gh08t, who is 
eternal." 1 This work, however, is not considered to be 
a genuine work of Origen. 
The next in order is the Creed of Gregory of N eocæsa- 
rea, commonly called Gregory Thaumaturgus, which he 
caused to be used in his own church, and which, if we be- 
lieve Gregory N yssen's account in his life of him, was re- 
vealed to him in a vision from heaven. It runs thus:- 
" There is one God, the Father of the living 'V ord, the 
subsisting'Visdom and Power, and the eternal Image 
[of the Father]. A perfect Begetter of a perfect Being, a 
Father of an only-begotten Son. There is one Lord, one 
of one, God of God, the character and image of the God- 
head, the operati,'e 'Yord, 'Yisdom comprehending the 
system of the universe, and Power creative of the whole 
creation, a true Son of a true Father, invisible ofinvisiLle, 
and incorruptible of incorruptible, and imlllortal of im- 
mortal, and eternal of eternal. And there is one Spirit, 
who has his existence from God, and through the Son 
was manifested to men, a perfect image of the perfect Son. 
Life, the Cause of those that live, the Fountain of holiness, 
Sanctity, the Author of sanctification; in whom is mani- 
fested God the Father, who is above aU and in all, and 
Cod the Son who pervades all. A perfect Trinity, neither 
divided nor separated from one another in glory, eternity, 
or dominion. In this Trinity, therefore, there is nothing 
created or servile, nor anything introduced into it as not 
existing before and afterwards aòded to it. Never, there- 
fore, was the Father without the Son, nor the Son without 
the Spirit, hut the same Trinity existed always unchanged 
and in variable." 2 


I De recta in Deum fide sive Dial. Contr. l\farcion, 
 1. 01'. Orig. tom. i. 
p.80-l:. 
2 Grcgor. Thaumat. 01'. Ed. Par. 162::!, p. 1, and Gregor. N.VBS. Ope ell. 
Par. W38, tom. 3, p. 54ü. Ed. 161.')-1 B, tom. 2, 1'1'. !liE, 9. 
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The next is the Creed of Lucian the J\Iartyr, which is 
as follows :-" 'Ve believe agreeably to the Evangelical 
and Apostolical tradition [i. e. the New Testament] in one 
God the Father, 
\Jmighty, the Creator and l\Iaker and 
Administrator of the universe, of whom are all things. 
And in one Lord Jesus Christ, his only-begotten Son, 
who is God, by whom are all things; who was begotten 
before the worlds of the Father, God of God, whole of 
whole, one of one, Perfect of Perfect, King of I(ing, 
Lord of Lord, the living 'V ord, living 'Yisdom, the true 
Light, the 'Yay, the Truth, the Resurrection, the Shep- 
herd, the Gate, the inconvertible and unchangeable image 
of the Deity, the exact image of the essence, and wisdom, 
and power, and glory of the Father, the first-horn of every 
creature, who was in the beginning with God, God the 
'V ord, according to what is said in the Gospel, 'And the 
'V ord was God,' by whom all things were made, and in 
w horn all things consist; who in the last days descended 
from on high and was born of a virgin, according to the 
Scriptures, and was made man, the lUediator between 
God and men, the Apostle of our faith and Giver of life, 
as he says, 'For I came down from heaven, not to do 
mine own will, but the will of him who sent me;' who 
suffered for us and rose again the third day, and ascended 
into heaven, and sitteth at the right hand of the Father, 
and shall come again with glory and power to judge the 
quick and the dead. And in the Holy Ghost, who is given 
to believers for their comfort and sanctification and per- 
fecting. As also our Lord Jesus Christ commanded his 
disciples, saying, 'Go and teach all nations, baptizing 
them in the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of 
the Holy Ghost,' to wit, of a Father who is truly a 
Father, and of a Son who is truly a Son, and of a Holy 
Spirit who is truly a IIoly Spirit; the namf'S not heing 
applied unmeaningly and to no purpose, hut signifying 
precisely the proper hypostasis, and order, and glory of 
cach of those named, that in hypostasis they are three but 
in consent onc. Thcrefore holding this f
lith even froUl 
the hcgiulliug', awl holding it to the cUll before God and 
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Christ, we anathematize all heretical false doctrine; and 
íf anyone teaches contrary to the wholesome right 
fitith of the Scriptures, saying, that there is or was a 
time or season or age before the Son was begotten, let 
him be anathema. And if anyone says that the Son is 
a being created as one of created things, or procreated as 
one of things procreated, or made as one of things made, 
and not as the divine Scriptures have delivered each of 
tIle things aforesaid, or if he teaches or preaches anything 
else contrary to what we have received, let him be ana- 
thema. For we truly and reverently believe and fol- 
low all tllOse things that are delivered to us from the 
divine Scriptures ùy }Jrophets and apostles." 1 
These are the only Creeds that remain of the period 
anterior to the Council of Nice. 2 
In that Council, Eusebius, Bishop of Cæsarea, who 
touk so leadilJg a part in it, gave the following as the 
ulltient Creed of the church of Cæsarea, as we learn from 
his Lf'tter to tIle inhabitants of Cæsarea, respecting the 
acts of this Council, preserved by Athanasius 3 and others. 4 
"The formula, therefore, proposed by us, which was read 
before our most pious emperor, and approved as sound, 
runs thus,-As we received from the bishops that were 
hefore us, both in tJw catechetical instructions and when 
we were baptized, and as we have learnt from the divine 
Scriptures, and as we llave believed and taught wlIen hold- 
ing the office of presl)Jter and ill the episcopate itself, so 
still helieving, we lay before you our Creed; and it is 
this ;- 'V e believe in one God the Father Almighty, the 
l\Iaker of all things visible and invisible; and in one 
1 The orjginal of tJjis confession is to be found in Athanasius, Epist. De 
Syn. Arjm. et Seleuc. 
 23. and Socrat. Hist. EccI.lib. 2. c. 10. A Latin trans- 
lation of it is given )JY I-lilar;r in Jjis book De Synodis, 
 29. wIlD also ,in- 
dicates its orthodoxy from the suspicion tlmt had been attached tf, it from its 
having heen referred to hy the Arians, in which he is followed by lli
hop 
Hull, (Def. fide Nic. ii. 13.6.) who proves that Lucian was the author of it, 
nnù Bingham, (Antiq. book x. c. 4, 
 6.) 
2 I do not notice the Creed i:18erted in the Apm;tolical Constitutions, he- 
('ause they are confesseùly spurious, ami of vcry uncertain age. 
3 Atlmn. Bpi:>t. de deeret. Syn. Nic. 81th fin. 
4 80cr. llif:!t. Lcd. Jib. 1. c. R; Theodorct. IIist. Ecd. Jib. 1. c. J::?; ð.(.. 
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Lord Jesus Christ, the 'V ord of God, God of God, Light 
of Light, Life of Life, the only-begotten Son, the first- 
born of every creature, begotten of the Father before all 
worlds, (or, ages,) by whom also all things were made, who 
for our salvation was incarnate, and lived among men, 
and suffered, and rose again the third day, and ascended 
unto the Father, aud shall come again in glory to judge 
the quick and dead. 'Ve believe also in one Holy 
Spirit, believing each one of these to be and exist, the 
l-;'ather to be truly a Father, and the Son truly a Son, and 
the Holy Spirit truly a Holy Spirit, as also our Lord 
when he sent forth his disciples to preach, said, 'Go and 
teach all nations, baptizing them in the name of the 
Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit.''' 
The Creed published by the Council of Nice (preserved 
to us in the letter of Eusebius just quoted and in other 
works 1) was as follows ;-" 'Ve believe in one God the 
Father Almighty, l\Iaker of all things visible and invisi- 
ble. And in one Lord Jesus Clirist, the Son of God, be- 
gotten of the Father, the only-begotten, that is, of the 
substance of the Father, God of God, Light of Light, 
very God of very God, begotten not made, of one sub. 
stance with the Father, by whom all things" ere made 
lJOth that are in heaven and that are in earth, who for us 
men and for our salvation came don n and was incarnate, 
having beeu made man, suffered, and rose again the third 
day, ascended into heaven, and shall come to judge the 
quick and dead. And in the Holy Spirit. And those 
who say that there was a time when the Son of God was 
not, and that he was not before he was begotten, and that 
he was made out of nothing, or those who say that he is 
of another hypostasis, or substance, or that he is a creature 
convertible or changeable, the Catholic Church anathe- 
matizes." 
N ow in all these various forms it will be observed, that 
there is not one of them which illcJndes more than the 
confession relating to the Trinity. And so the Creed is 
I Athanas. Epi
t. ad J ovian. 
 3. Thcoùorct. IIist. EccI. lib. 4. c. 3. Socr. 
lIi!>t. Eccl. lih. 1. c. 8. Basil. 1\1. Epist.12.5. Op. tom. 
t p. 215. Ed. ßl'n. &c. 
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often referred to Ly the Fathers, as consisting of belief in 
the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost. Thus Cyril of Alexan- 
dria says ;-" For he [i. e. Christ] offers our confession, 
that is, our faith, which we are also accustomed rightly to 
make, saying, 'Ye believe in God the Father Almighty, 
and in one Lord Jesus Christ his Son, and ill the Holy 
Ghost." 1 And again,-" There is made by us the con- 
fession of the right faith in one God the Father Almighty, 
and in one Lord Jesus Christ his Son, and in one IIoly 
Ohos1." 
 
There is al
o a passage in the writings of Tertullian, 
which seems very clearly to intimate that the earliest 
Creed or symbol was only a confession relating to the 
Father, Son, and Holy Spirit. Speaking of the Holy 
Spirit as the "leader into all trutll," he adds, "which, 
according to tlle Cllristian sacrament, is in the Father, 
and the Son, and the Holy Ghost." 3 The term sacrament 
we may observe is applied by other authors also tu the 
Creed; 4 and Ambrose compares it to the soldier's" sacl:a- 
ment (or, oath) of warfare." 5 
It was therefore the opinion of Erasmus and V ossius, 
that the Creed for more than three centuries did not ex- 
tend further than that; and their opinion is adopted by 
Bishop Stillingtleet; 6 and certainly as it respects that col- 
lection of articles which the earliest Fathers have pointed 
out to us as comprising the chief points of Christian doc- 
trine, and called "the rule of faith," it is clear from the 
passages quoted above, that it did not extend further tlUUl 
that confession. 


'IfPOUP-YEt -yap 7]P.WJI 'T7}JI óp.oAo-YtaJI, 'TOtnfU'Tt 'T7}JI 71'tU7W, 1/JI Kat op8ws KaTEt8LU. 
p.E8a 71'otEtu8at, Af-YOJITES. TItIT'TEIJOP.EJI EIS EJla E>EOJl 71'a'TEpa 7I'aJlTOKpaTopa. Kat EtS 
Eva KupwJI 17}uOUJI XptUTOV 'TOV VWJI atnou. KaL fLS 'TO .TIvEup.a 'TO &-ywv. C;yrill. 
Alex. De recta fide ad Reg. Ope ed. Aubert, tom. v. P. 2. p. 148- 
2 'H 'T7}S Op87}S7I'tUTfWS ðp.oAo-YLa 71'paTTETat 71'pOS hp.wJI fLS Eva E>EOV, K. 'r. A. Id. 
ib. p. 158. 
3 Deductorem omnis veritatis, quæ est in Patre et Filio et Spiritu Sancto 
secundum Christian urn &"lcramentum. Adv. Prax. c. 30. 
4 As Ruffinus in Apol. ad\". Hicron. lib. i. 
 j. "sacramentum sJmboli" 
and llieron. Ad Pammach. ach. Joann. Hieros. (See p. 118.) 
$ J.lilitiæ bacr.lmcntmn. De virgo lib. 
. c. to 
 :!O. 
6 \'indication of dnct,inf' of the Trinit
., pp. 
'!.), fi. 
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But then this rulc of faith was not during that whole 
}Jerioù idcntical with the confession required to IJe made 
at l?aptism; and it appears to me that the want of this dis- 
tinction has occasioned much of the disagreement which 
appcars in the various accounts given of the history of the 
Creed. The Creed or Rule of faith, as given by the ear- 
liest Fathers, comprised only the articles relating to the 
Trinity, (if we except that on the resurrection of the flesh,) 
and in that state probably formed for some time the whole 
baptismal confession, that confession being, as we have 
seen, derived from our Lord's precept for baptism (1\Iatt. 
xxviii. 19, 20.); but it seems clear that from all early period 
there were generally added to that confession some other 
puints, which though not at first inserted in the Creed, 
formed the subject of a separate interrogation at baptism. 
Thus Tertullian, in his Tract on baptism, says, "But 
when both the declaration of faith and the promise of 
salvation were pledged by the Three, there is necessarily 
annexed the mention of the church, since where the 
Three are, that is, the Father, and Son, and IIoly Spirit, 
there is the church, which is the body of the Three." 1 
And Cyprian still more clearly intimates that such was 
the case ;-" If," he says, "anyone starts this objection, 
that N ovatian retains the same form of baptism which the 
catholic church holds, that he baptizes with the same Cl.eed 
as ourselves, that he acknowledges the same God the 
Father, the same Son the Christ, the same Holy Spirit, 
and consequently that he Ulay assume the power of ùap- 
tizing, because he seems not to differ from us in the inter- 
rogation used at baptism, let such an one, whoever thinks 
to object this, know first, that there is not one and the 
same fonu of Creed to us and the schismatics, ,lOT tlte same 
interrogation. For when they say, ' Do
t thou believe the 
rcmission of sins and life eternal through the holy church?' 


I (-luum autem suh Tribu8 et testatio fidei et sfonsio saluti8 pigllerentur, 
nece8
ariu adjicitur Ecdesiæ mentio, quoniam ubi Tres, iù est, Pater ct Filius 
et Spiritus Sanctu8, ihi Ecclesia, clilæ Trium corpus est. De baptismo, c. 6. 
See also c. 11. 


. 
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they speak falsely in the interrogation, since they have not 
a church." 1 
And again; "The very interrogation which takes place 
at baptism is a witness of the truth. For when we say, 
, Dost thou believe in eternal life and the remission of sins 
through the holy church,' we mean that remission of sins 
is not given but in the church." 2 
In the first of these passages Cyprian clearly seems to 
distinguish between the symbol or Creed containing the 
confession relating to the Trinity from the interrogation 
relating to " remission of sins and life everlasting through 
the holy church," or at any rate his words imply t1mt these 
points were the subject of a distinct and separate interro- 
gation. And by a passage in the letter of Firmilian, 
Bis1wp of Cæsarea, to C.yprian, this matter is placed almost 
beyond doubt, where, speaking of a baptism performed by 
certain heretics, he says, " To which neither the Creed of 
the Trinity, nor the legitimate interrogation, and such as 
is used by the church, was wanting." 3 
The points noticed in the above passages, then, were 
clearly subjects of interrogation at baptismatan earZ!fperiod, 
but they did not then form part of that summary which 
was called" the rule of faith," which, as derived from our 
I-iord's precept for baptism, was at first kept distinct from 
these additions, and always held to be the most important 
part of the baptismal confession. 


· Quod si aliquis illud opponit, ut dicatJ eamdem K ovatianum legem 
tenere, quam Catholica Ecclesia teneat, eodem s:ymbolo. quo et nos, hap_ 
tizare, eumdem nosse Deum Patrem, eumdem Filium Christum, eumdem 
Spiritum Sanctum, ae propter hoe usurpare eum potestatem baptizandi posse, 
quod videatur in interrogatione baptismi a nobis non discrepare, sciat. quisquis 
hoe opponendum putat, primum non esse unam nobis et schismaticis symholi 
legem, neque eamdem interrogationem. K am quum dicunt. 'eredis re- 
missionem peccatorum et vitam æternam per sanclRm Ecclesjam.' mentiuntnr 
in interrogatione, quando non habeant ecelesiam.-C\"pn. Ep. ad l\Iagn. 
2 Sed et ipsa interrogatio, quæ fit in Imptismo, testis est veritatis. N am 
quum dieimus, 'Credis in vitam æternam et remissionem peccatorum per 
sanctam Ecclesiam,' intelligimus remissionem peccatorum non nisi in Ecclesia 
dari.-EJUSD. Ep. ad Jammrium, &.e. 
3 Cui nee symholum Trinitatis nee interrogatio lcgitima et ecclesiastica ùe- 
fuit. Ep. 7 5, int
r Cypriani Er. 
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'Ve may add also to the preceding testimonies that of 
Cyril of Jerusalem. For in his fourth Catechetical I..ec- 
ture, he says,-" But before the delivery of any comment 
upon tbe faith, it seems to me to be desirable now to 
give a compendious summary of the necessary doctrines, 
(rwv avuy"atwv òOYf-lurwv)." He then proceeds to give the 
doctrines relating to the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, as 
in the Creeds already quoted, and then immediately adds, 
-" Retain this seal, (or, symbol or mark, (1cþpaYLcu,) ever 
in thy mind . . . . . . And after the knowledge of this 
venerable and glorious and holy faith, (or Creed, 7rL(1,EWt;,) 
know also thyself," &c. 1 
Proceeding, however, in the subsequent Lectures to 
comment upon the confession required at baptism, he 
says, that after the confession of faith relating to the 
Trinity, this followed. " In one baptism of repentance for 
the remission of sins, and in one holy catholic church, and 
in the resurrection of the flesh, and in the life everlasting."2 
So that even in the time of Cyril, in the middle of the 
fourth century, there was a distinction between the con- 
fession relating to the Trinity and that required at baptism. 
But from ahout this time the distinction appears to 
have been very much lost sight of, and the whole of the 
confession required at baptism was !'\poken of as the 
Creed, the Rule of faith. 3 
Further; it appears from the Creeds we have already 
quoted, that even in the part relating to the Trinity, an article 
which occurs in the (so called) " Apostles' Creed," viz. that 
relating to Christ's descent into hell, formed no part of tIle 
primitive summary of the articles of the faith. The first Creed 
in which it appears was one published by the Arians at the 
Council of Ariminum, A. D. 359, which had also been previ- 
1 Cyr. lIierosol. Cat. 4. 

 2 and 12. pp. 46 and 56. eù. Milles. (Eù. Par. 
1631, pp. 24 et 30.) 
2 Iù. Cat. 18. 
 11. p. 269. (Ed. 1631. p. 220.) 
3 Sinee writing the above, I have found that Dr. 'Vaterland favours tJle view 
taken above of the brevity of the original Creed, anù its heing distinct from the 
cOllfe
8ion requireù at haptism. See his "Importance of thc doctrinc of the 
Trinity,"c. li. 'Vnrhs, '-01. v.pp. }60, Hi). 
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ouslyexhibited by them at the Council of Sirmium. 1 It i
 
also to be found in the Creed of the church of Aquileia, 
given by Ruffinus 2 towards the close of this century, who, 
however, also tells us that this addition was not to be 
found in the Creed of the Roman church, nor in the 
churches of the East. 3 This article, therefore, was not 
introduced into the Creeds of the Roman and Oriental 
churches until after the fourth century. That it was a 
doctrine taught by the A postIes 4 and Fathers 5 there clln 
be no doubt, but it wa
 not inserted in the summary of the 
chief articles of belief for several centuries. 
Passing on to the consideration of the articles that 
follow that relating to the Holy Ghost, and consiùer- 
ing the Creed as we find it when including points not 
relating to the Trinity, we find not a little diversity in 
their phraseology and nU1l1 bel' in the earliest forms in 
which they a.ppear. 
Thus in the article relating to the church, the most 
antient Creeds have only the words" holy church," the 
word "catholic" having been added by the Greeks. Ô 
And, what is more worthj of remark, the article of the 
"communion of saints" is not to be found in any Creed 
or baptismal confession of the first four centuries, nor in 
many of those of a subsequent date. Its earliest occur- 
rence, perhaps, is in the 115th and 181st of the Sermon()s 
de Tempore erroneously ascribed to Augustine. 


J Socr. IIist. Eccl. lib. ii. c. 37. Kat E1S 'fa KaTax80Yta KaTE7I.8oJlTa. Anù 
see lib. ii. c. 4]. 
2 Expos. in Symb. Apost. 
3 .. In Ecclesiæ Romanæ Symbolo non habetur additum, descendit ad in- 
ferna; Bed neque in Orientis EccleBiis hahetur hic sermo." Expos. in SJTmb. 
Ap. 
 20. 
4 Actsii.27. EV h . iV . 9 . 
5 C;yriB. HieroB. Cat. 4.
 8. p. 53. (Ed. 1631. p. 27.) Epip'han. Ady. Hær. 
lib. iii. in Expos. Fid. Cath. 
 17: Iren. lib. iv. 27. ed. l\Iass. c. 45. eù. Grab. 
And see Euseb. Hist. Eccl. lib. i. c. ult. where an account iB given of the 
preaching of Thadùæus at Elle8Sa, of which this article formed one topic. 
Others are mentioned b;y Pearson. 
6 See Pearson in loc. 
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J t is maintained, 
4. That the Creeds of the primitive church were de- 
rived originally from the holy Scriptures. 
In proof of this I will point out, first, some internal 
indications of the earliest Creeds having been derived 
from Scripture. 
Thus, in the first Creed given above from Irenæus, in 
addition to the fact observable at a glance, that the whole 
tone of the phraseology is remarkably scriptural, we have 
in one part a direct qnotation from I>IIil. ii. 10, 11. The 
way in which it is made also, without acknowledgment, 
seems an additional proof how completely Scripture was 
the guide throug};out, if, indeed, any other than the ge- 
neral phraseology were wanting. I subjoin the original 
IJclow, with one or two referenc,es to Scripture in illustra- 
tion of the scriptural nature of the phraseology, and the 
language may in other parts, as any reader conversant 
\"dth the Greek Testament will see, be easily traced to the 
same source. 1 
I 'H p.IEV 'lap EKKlI.1]ULa, KanrlEp Ka6' ðll.71S TlIS OIKOUP.
V1]S 
ClJS 7rlEpaTClJV T1]S 'l1]S 

LIEU7rapP.IEV1], 7rapa 
IE TClJV A7rOlTToll.ClJv Kal TClJV IEKIEtVClJV p.a61]TClJV 7rapall.aßouua 
T1]V lEtS 
lla 0IEov naTlEpa 7raVTOKpaTopa TOV 7r1E7rOL1]KOTU TOV oupavov Kal T1]
' 'l1]V 
KaL Tas 6all.auuas, Kal 7raVTa Ta lEI' avrOtS, [See Act., iv. 24 
 xiv. 1.5.] 7rIUTtV. 
Kal lEtS 
va XplCTTOV IlICTouv, [See I Cor. viii. 6, which referenee I give on UlC au- 
thority of the following' passage in Ruffinus. "Orientis Ecclesiæ omnef> ita tra- 
ùunt, , Credo in unum Deum Patrem omnipotentem .' et rursum in sequenti 
sermone, ubi nos dicimus, , Et in Jesum Christum, unicum Filium ejus, Do- 
minum Nostrum,' illi tradunt, · Et in unum Domillum Nostrum Jesum 
Christum, }'ilium ejus.' Unum seilicet Deum et unum Dominum, secundum 
auctoritatem Pauli A postoli profitentis." Ruff. in Sym h. 
 4. and see 
 11. A 
remarkable observation this for onewllO tells us elsewhere that the Apostles drew 
up the Creed.] TOV ówv Tou0IEOU, TOV CTapKClJ6IEVTa WlEp T1]S 7}p.IETlEpaS UClJT1]plas. Kat 
lEIS nVlEup.a á'lIOV, TO 
Ia TClJV 7rpOcþ1]TCIJ
 KIEK1]pUXOSTas OIKovop.las, Kal Tas IElI.lEUCTIEtS, 
"aL T1]V IEK 7rap6IEvou 'llElIV1]UtV, teal 70 7ra60s, Kal T1]1' 1E'llEpCTIV IEK VIEKpCIJV, KalTlIV IEvCTap- 
KOV lEIS 70US oupavous avall.1]'Ýlv TOU 1]'la7r1]p.lEvou XplCTTOU I1]uOU TOU Kupwu 7}p.ClJV, Kal 
T1]V IEK 7C1JV oupavClJv lEV T1] 
O
1] TOU naTpos [Matt. xvi. 2ï. Mark viii. 38.] 7ra- 
pOUCTlav a!tTOu, 1E7r1 TO allaKIE!þaAalCIJUau6al TO. 7raJITa, [Eph. i. 1 u.] Kal aValTT1]CTal 
7raCTaV CTapKa 7rau1]S aV6pCIJ'II"OT1]TOS, iva XPICTTCf' I1]uou TCf' Kupl
 7}W"v, Kal elE
, KaL 
CTClJT1]pl, Kal ßaulll.lEt, KaTa T1]V IEU
OKlav TOU naTpos TOU aopaTO:J, T.av 'lOVU Kap.tv 
lE'II"Oupa=,tc.Jv KaL IE'II"L'lIEICAlJI Kal KaTax.6oVIClJV, KaL Toa,ra 'lll.ClJúua lE
oP.oll.o'}'1](T1]TaL aUTftJ, 
[Phil. ii. 10, 11.] Kal KplCTW 
IKalaJI lEV TOIS 7raCTI 7rOI1]CT1]Tat. TO. P.IE:I 7rVlEup.anKa 
T1]S 7rOV1]plas, Kal a'Y)'lElI.ous 7rapaßIEß1]KOTaS, Kal lEV arrOCTTa(Tta 'lIE'lOVOTas, Kal TOUS 
aCTfßf!IS Kal o.
IKOUS Kal avop.ous. Kal ßlI.Q,(TCÞYJP."I'S n....I' m 6pClJ7rCIJV lEIS TO alCIJVIOV 7rUP 
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Again, in the third of the Creeds quoted above from 
Tertullian, we have two manifest quotations from Scrip- 
ture. " There is also," it runs, " a Son of that one God, 
namely, !tis TVord, who proceeded from him, by whom all 
things were made, and without u.hom not/ling lCflS made." 
" In the beginning," says St. John in his Gospel, "was 
the 1Vord, and the 'V ord was with God, &c.; by him all 
things It.ere made, and without him was nothing 'made that 
u.as made." (John i. I, 3.) 1 
Again, in those words, " that he suffered and was dead 
and buried, according to the Scriptures, and raised again 
by the Father," 2 it is evident from oth
r passages of the 
Treatise where this Creed occurs, that there is an allusion 
to 1 Cor. xv. 3, 4. 3 
And this is particularly observable in the formula we 
are now considering, because it is of tl]is that Tertullian 
says that it had come down from the beginning of the 
Gospel, for it clearly shows that it is of the faith itself 
delivered in it that he is speaking as having been the 
rule of belief from the beginning, and not of the parti- 
cular form or summary he is delivering, and that for a 
description of that faith he went to Scripture. 
Proceeding to the Creed given us by Origen, we find 
similar indications of the source whence it was derived. 
Be3ides several passages in the body of it, 
howing 
from the phraseology, (as it appears to me,) that the au- 
thor had Scripture in his eye as his guide, 4 there is one 
7r
p.1}rr 'TOts 

 
tKalOts, Kat ðO'lOlS, Kat 'Tas EJlTOÀas aVTOIi 'TET7)P'T/KOC1t, KW 
JI'T'T/ a-ya7r1] 
aVTOIi 
tap.Ep.EJI'T/KOO'l, 'TOtS a7r' apX7)s, 'TotS 
E EK p.ETaJlOLCXS, çwr]V xapICfap.EJlOS afþ6ap. 
cnav 
CI)fY1)Cf1]'Tat, Kat 
o
av atwvla.v 7r
p/7rOI'T/CJ?1. IRE:\'. Adv. Rær. Jib. i. c. 10. ed. 
l\Iass. c. 2. Ed. Grabe. 
I "Filius Sermo ipsius, qui ex ipso processerit, per quem omnia facta sunt, 
et sine quo factum est nihiL" TertuH. '0 Ao-yos . . . nav'Ta 
t' alJ7"OIi E-YEVETO. 
Kal XWplS alJ7"OIi 
-YEVE70 Oll

 
v ð -Y
-YOJlEV. (John i. 1, 3.) 
2 "Runc passum, hunc mortuum et sepultum secundum Scripturas et resus- 
citatum a Patre." 
3 Adv. Prax. c. 29. Also c. 15, of the same Treatise, where it is said, "quem 
mortuum contestatur, [i e. Paulus,] secundum Seripturas." 
.. The loss of the original Greek renders the similarity probably less striking, 
but the reaùer may compare the following, " Sicut per prolJhetas suos ante 
promiserat/' (Acts iii. 18.) "1\1isit Dominum Nostrum Jesum Christum primo 
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direct quotation from Scripture, namely, in those words, 
" 'Vho after he had ministered to the Father in the crea- 
tion of all things, for by him all tlLings were made, in the 
last times humbling himself," &c., referring to John i. 
3. 1 
As it respects the Creed of Lucian the martyr, there 
can be no doubt of the way in which it was drawn up, as 
it not only professes throughout to be derived from Scrip- 
ture, but refers to the Scriptnre as the alone rule of faith, 
tlte alone source from which the faith was to be derived, 
and upon the authority of which it rested, and that not 
only as it respected the church as (l body, but as it re- 
spected individuals in it, for this, be it remembered, is a 
Creed drawn up by an individual, and collected out of 
the Scriptures. 
From an inspection, tJlen, of these, the earliest Creeds 
that remain to us, I think we may fairly conclude that the 
early church went to the Scripture as the source from 
which to form their" Creed." 
I do not, however, rest this conclusion upon such evi- 
dence alone, but upon direct testimony in favour of it, 
such as appears to me tolerably decisive. 
In the first place, Irenæus, when speaking of the mis- 
quotations of Scripture by which the Valentinians sup- 
ported their errors, observes, that" he who retains the 
rule of truth immovable which he received in baptism, 
will recognize the words, and phrases, and parables [re- 
ferred to by the V alentiniansJ as derived from the Scrip- 
tures, but will not recognize the blasphemous hypothesis 
as so derived." 2 Consequently," the rule of truth" re- 
ceived at baptism, was either Scripture itself or a confes- 


quidem vocaturum Israe1." (Acts iii. 26.) "Ante omnem creaturam natus" 
(Co1. i. 15) se ipsum exinaniens." (Phil. ii. 7.) 
1 Qui quum in omnium conditione Patri ministrasset. pel" ipswn ellim 
omnia facta sunt, novissimis temporibus se ipsum, &c. 
2 IREN. Aùv. hær. lib. i. c. 1. sub fin. 
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sion derived from Scripture; and immediately after this 
passage follows the Creed or confession we have just 
referred to as given by Irenæus, and which by all authors 
whom I have yet seen is considered to be the "rule of 
truth" previously spoken of.! 
Further, Cyril of Jerusalem, speaking of the Creed of 
his church, writes thus,-" For since not all are able 
to read the Scriptures, but some are prevented by want 
of learning, others by want of leisure, from obtaining 
a knowledge of them, tbat the soul may not perish 
through ignorance, we comprehend the whole doctrine 
of the faith in a few sentences . . . . .. And at a 
proper time obtain ii.om the divine Scriptures the proof 
for each one of the articles contained therein, for the 
articles of tlte faitlt were not, as it seems, composed by 
men, but the most suitable passages having been collected 
togetlter out of the whole Scripture, furnish one exposition 
of the faith." 2 
This testimony is clear and explicit, and coming from 
snch a quarter as it does, is upon such a point of no 
little weight. N or does it stand alone. 
In the Latin Church we have first the testimony of 


I To my mind, however, the context seems rather to show that the "rule 
of truth" was Scripture itself, for I see not how the "words and phrases 
and parables" quoted by the V alentinians from Scripture could be re- 
cognized through the medium of an;y brief confession of faith. in which case 
of course the argument from this passa
e for the BCriptural origin of the 
Creed falls to the ground; but the passage becomes still more important in 
another point of view. 


. 


2 E1I"EIB7] "'Yap ou 7ravTU 
uvaVTa' Tas "'Yparþas ava"'YlI1l1J(],KElV, aÀÀa 'TOUS P.EV 
IBllIJTEla TOUS BE auxol\la TlS Ep.1I"oBlÇEL 1I"pOS 'T7]v "'YVWO'LV, lnrEp TOU p.7] T7]V 1/roX7]V E
 
ap.a6las a1l"0l\Eu6&:u, EV Ol\L"'YOIS TOIS UTlXOLS TO 1I"av Bo-yp.a 'T7]S 7rLUTElIJS 7rEpll\ap.- 
ßavop.Ev . .. EKBexou BE KaTa TOV BEOJlTa KaLpov T7]V a1l"0 TWV 6EIl,W "'YpQ.(þL.JV 
7rEPL 
KauTOV TWV E"'YKElp.evwv UUUTauLV. Ou "'Yap, &s EBo
EV, av6fJl1J11'ois UUVETE67] 
Ta T7]S 1I"LUTEWS, al\l\' EK 7rau7]S "'Yparþ7]S Ta KaLplwTa:ra uul\l\Ex6E/lTa P.lav ava- 
7rl\7]pOL T7)v T7]S 7rLUTEWS 
IB/lUKa.l\I
JI. Cyrill. Hiero5ol. Cat 5. ed. l\lilles. 
 7. 
pp. 75, G. (Ed. Faris. 1631, pp. 4t, 5.) 
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Augustine. "This," hp says, "is the Creed which ye 
arc about to recite and deliver. Those words which ye 
have heard are scattered tllrougllOut the divine Scriptures, 
but collected thence and put together, that the memory of 
men of 
low un{lerstanding might not fail, so that every 
one might he able to say and retain in his mind what he 
believes." 1 
Again, in one of the homilies attributf'd to Eusebius, a 
French bishop, and by others to Eucherius, Bishop of 
Lyons, (Loth of whom flourished in the early part of the 
fifth century,) we have the same testimony. "The 
Fathers of the churches," he says, " anxious for the salva- 
tion of the people, collected togr>ther out oftlie different books 
of Script1lre weighty testimonies to the truths of religion. 
Providing, therefore, a wholesome feast for the food of 
souls, they collected together words few and definite, brief 
in phrase but containing many mysteries, and this tltey 
called the Creed." 2 
And that this opinion as to the source from which" the 
Creed" was derived became COUlmon in the church, we 
may judge not only from the statement made by these 
anthors being repeated in substance by othcrs,3 but from 
the fact that some even of those writers who speak of 


I Hoc est symbolum quod recensuri estis et reddituri. Ista verba quæ au- 
ùistis per divinas Scripturas Bparsa Bunt; sed inùe collecta et a(l unum rcùacta, 
ne tardorum hominum memoria laboraret ; ut omnis homo possit dicere, pO
Mit 
tenere, quod credit. Aug. De S;ymb. Ad. Catech. c. i. Op. cd. Bened. tom. \i. 
col. 547. 
2 .. Ecclesiarum patres depopulofUm &'llute solliciti, ex diversis voluminihus 
Scripturarum eollegerunt testimonia divinis gravida sacramentis. Disponentes 
itaque ad animarum pastum salubre convivium collegerunt verha brevia et 
certa, expeùita sententiis sed diffusa mysteriis, et hoc symholum nominaverunt." 
And a little after,-" Ecclesiarum magistri, stuùiosissimi salutis nostræ nego- 
tiatores, in Scripturis Sanctis de magnis maxima separaverunt mentium in 
}Jag-ina inscribenùa, ut cuilihet cordi, quamlibet angusto, quamlíbet rustico, 
sine ullius difficultatis impedimento faeile insinuari possit veritatis agnitio." 
Euseh. Gallic. De symh. homil. prim. ßiblioth. Patrum. Col. Agripp. lIilU. 
tom. v. p. 1, p. 552. 
3 TIIU
 Thoma
 Aquinas, in reply to the difficulty,-" Videtur quod incoll- 
\ enienter articuli fidei in I'ymholo ponantur. sacra enim scriptura est regula 
fidei cui nec adderc nec z"uhtrahere lic('t .... ergo illicitum fuit aliquod s;ymbolum 
VOr.. I. r. 
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the Creed as if it had been composed by the Apostles, 
tell us that it was collected by them from the Scriptures,! 
a notion which no doubt is sufficiently absurd, but which 
shows how general was the belief that it was derived from 
the Scri ptures. 
Upon the whole, then, there can, I think, be Iittle 
doubt how this summary of the faith was formed, and 
whence it was collected. 
It is maintained therefore,- 
5. That none of the antient Creeds can be con!:'idered 
as an apostolical production. 
The truth of this follows immediately from the proof of 
the foregoing positions. N either as a form of words nor 
as a summary of the faith is anyone of them entitleù to be 
considered as of apostolical origin. That the orthodox 
Creeds, as conveying the faith delivered by the apostles, 
mayall, in a sense, be said to be of apostolical origin, espe- 
cially as derived from the writings of the apostles, is quite 
true, but this is all which can be justly claimed for any 
of them in respect of apostolicity. 
This view of the history of the antient Creeds may en- 
able us to judge of the accuracy of l\Ir. Newman's ob- 
servations on the subject, in his ninth and tenth Lectures. 
His object is to find out an authorit.ative digest of the 
essentials of the Gospel. This he thinks is supplied by 


constituere quasi regulam fidei post sacram Scripturam editam"-says-" V e- 
ritas fidei in sacra Scriptura diffu
e continetur, et variis modis, etin quibusdam 
obscure, ita quod ad eliciendum fidei veritatem ex sacra Bcriptum requiritur 
longum studium et exercitium J ad quod non possunt pervenire omnes illi qui- 
bU8 necessarium est cognoscere fidei veritatem; quorum plerique aliis negotiis 
occupati studio vacare non possunt: et ideo fuit neceBsarium ut ex sententiiB 
sacræ Seripturæ aliquid manifestum summarie colligeretur, quod proponeretu1" 
omnibus ad credendum, quod quid em non est additum Bacræ Scripturæ, sed 
potiuB ex sacra Scriptum Bumptum. '"-Sec. Sec. q. ]. art. 9. See also Durand. 
in 3. dist. 25, q. 2. 
I "De totis IIcripturis hæc breviatim eoUecta Bunt ab apostolis, ut, q uoniam 
plures crcdentium literas neBcÏunt, vel qui Bciunt præ occupatione sæculi 
Bcripturas legere non possunt. hæc corde retinentes, habeant sufficientem sibi 
8cientiam salutarem." Rab. 
Iaur. De instit. cleric. lib. 2. c. 56. See 
also Paschasius Ratbertus De Spiro S. in præf. quoted by V ossius J ,De tribuB 
Symb. pro 4, .
. 
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" the Creed," amI to clothe it with full authority, he re- 
solutely maintains that this digest was made by the apo- 
stles, and as it is convenient to include all the Articles of 
all the orthodox Creeds down to the Constantinopolitan 
(commonly caUed the Nicene) Creed, 80 we are somehow 
or other to suppose that they are all identical, though, as 
might be imagined, there are some contradictory state- 
ments upon this latter point; and having thus jumbled 
the formulæ of four centuries and all churches together, 
with all their discrepancies, (treating even the Creeds of 
Irenæus and Tertullian as identical with the Constantino- 
politan) and speaking of them all as one formula, he adds, " I 
say, then, that tlte Creed is a collection of DEFINITE ARTICLES 
SET APART FRO::\I THE FIRST, passing from hand to hand," &c. 
(p. 296.) .And these" definite articles" are the essentials 
of the Gospel, the fundamental articles of the Christian 
faith. Thus, after having spoken of the Apostles' Creed, 
the Creeùs of Irenæus and TertuHian, and that found in 
the Apostolical Constitutions, he adds, speaking of them 
all,-" 'Ye find it [i. e. the Creed] digested in form, limited 
in its topics, circum
cribed in its range, one and tlle same 
everyzelwre," (p. 265); and still more explicitly, "Irenæus, 
Tertullian, and the rest, cite the Apostles' Creed, and say, 
, this is the faith which makes a Christian, the essentials 
of revelation, the great truths of the Gospel,''' &c. (p. 
267.) And so, though the doctrine of baptism is not 
aUuded to in the Apostles' Creed, yet because it is con- 
tained in the form agreed upon at the Council of Con- 
stantinople, (anù elsewhere,) it is said that in" tlle Creed" 
"the doctrine of baptism is expressed in an article," (p. 
266,) and the variations are treated as mere "varieties in 
the detail," not" interfering with the substantial iden- 
tity," so that "we must consider the Nicene and the 
Apostles' Creed as identical." (pp. 270, 271.) 
N ow that the orthodox Creeds aU contained, as far as 
thry rxtended, the same faith, an,l were so far apostolical 
amI identical, is most true, but that they are identical 
as for1llulæ, or as collectiuns of certain definite articles, 
L2 



I-U, 


UN THE ANTIENT CREEDS. 


as Mr. N cwman has intimatf'd, and which alO1w wonM 
answer his purpose, or that the artic1es of which they 
are composed were" set apart from the first," is mani- 
festly and on the face of it a mistake; as the pre- 
ceding historical notices of the facts of the case have fnll} 
shown. 
Before concluding this chapter, ho
vever, I ",ouM offC'r 
a few remarks upon the notion here advocated by 1\11'. 
N eWlllan) (whid} is also supported hy :\11'. Reble,) that 
" thc Creed" is a selcction of the fundamental artic1es of 
the faith; and also consider what we are to understand 
hy the name" rule offaith," applied by the early Fathers 
to the Creeds which they delivered. 
1\11'. Newman says that "the Creed" is "the abstract 
of saving faith," (p. 286,) and bolds language respecting it 
implying that it is a selection of tbe fund am ntal points 
uftbe Christian faith. The same appears to be Mr. Keble's 
view of it. 
N ow this language seems to me to require (to say the 
least) considerable modification, and to be calculated as 
uscd by these authors to lead to very erruneous views of 
the matter. There is, I believe, a sense in which it lllay 
be said that the Apostles' Creed contains the elements of 
the Christian faith in the fundamental points. But that 
it contains all the fundamental points, or is exclusively an 
abstract of these particular points, cannot I conceive be 
maintained. 
Ifwe were to judge by the Creeds of Irenæus and Ter- 
tuHiall, and the testimony of the early Fathers, as above 
quoted, we must suppose that the fundamental faith was 
limited to points connected with the nature and acts of 
the Three Persons of the Godhead} Indeed we are told 
by Tertullian and Athanasius, as we have secn, that thc 
whole faith is founded upon and may be summed up in an 
orthodox confession relating to the Three Divine Persons. 


1 Neither the articles of the church, the communion of saints, nor baptism, 
are noticed in the Creeds of IrenæuB and TertulIian, nor in the selection of 
." nccessary artic1eH" given ahove from C
rril of .Jerusalem. 
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Awl to t.he passages there quoted many others lllight be 
added to the same effect. 
Thus Basil says, "For baptism is the seal of faith, aI)(1 
faith is a belief in the Godheaù." 1 
And as an orthodox belief in Christ include::; a belief in 
the whole Trinity, so the Chri::;tian's faith is sometimes 
spoken of (as in Scripture) as included in a belief in 
Christ. "God," says Hilary, "does not call us to the 
life of happiness by means of points difficult to be under- 
stood, nor allure us by a multiplex kind of flowing elo- 
quence. Eternity is placed pm.fecdy anù easily within 
our reach. 'Ve are to believe that Jesus was even raised 
from the ùead by God, and confess him to be the Lord." 2 
Thus also speaks Augustine ;-" \Vhen therefore it is 
iIHluired what is to be believed which pertains to religion 
. . . . . it is sufficient for a Christian to believe that the 
cause of things created, heavenly or earthly, visible or in- 
visible, is nothing else Lut the goodness of the Creator, 
who is the one and true God, and that there is no nature 
which is not either God himself or from him; and that 
he is a Trinity, namely, a Father, and a Son begotten of 
the Father, and a Holy Spirit proceeùing from that saIlle 
Father, but one and the same Spirit of the Father and 
the Son." 3 
There is also a remarkably clear passage in the Expo- 
::;ition of the Creed Ly Rllffinus upon this point. "From 


I EU'Tt -yap 'TO ßa7rTtup.a utþpa-ytS 'T7}S 7rtUTEWS, 7] ðe muTtS 6eo'T7}'Tos uV'j'ICa'Ta6fi- 
uu. Adv. Eunom. Jib. iii. 
 5. ell. Beneù. tom. i. p.276. (Par. 1618. tom. ii. 
p.84.) 
2 Non per difficiles nos Deus ad beatam vitam quæstioncs vocat, nec multi- 
plici cloqucntis fhcundiæ genere Bollicitat. In absoluto nobis ac facili cst 
<ctelllitas; J esum et suscitatum a mortuis pcr Deum credere et ipsum {'SSe 
Dominum confiteri. Hilar. Dc Trillit. Jib. 10, sub. fin. ed. Dcned. coJ. 108(1. 
3 Cum ergo quæritur quid credcndum sit quod ad religionem pertineat . . . 
Satis est Christiano rerum creatarum causam sive cælestium Bive terrestrium 
sÍ\ c visibilium sivc invisihilium non nisi bonitatem crcdcre Creatoris, qui cst 
Deus unU8 ct verus, nuJlamque esse naturam quæ non aut ipse sit aut ab jp
o; 
cumque esse Trinitatem, Patrcm scilicct d Filium a I'atre genitum et Spiri- 
tUlll Sanctum ab eodem Patre procedclltern, 
cd IInum eundemlllle Spiritulll 
ralli
 ct }<'ilii. EIll.hiritl. <Ill Laur. c. !I. vi. I 
IB. 
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all these things," he says, "let the faithful turn away his 
ears; and let him adhere to the holy church, 'lcltich con- 
fesses God the Father Almighty, and his only begotten 
Son Jesus Christ our Lord, and the Holy S}Jirit, of a 
concordant and consonant kind of substance, and believes 
that the Son of God was born of a virgin, and suffered 
for the salvation of man, and rose from the dead in the 
same flesh in which he was born, and trusts that the 
same will come as the judge of all ; in which [clwl'ch] both 
the remission of sins and the resurrection of the flesh is 
preached." 1 The reader will observe the di:o:tinction here 
made between the fundamental faith of the church, and 
the pl'ivileges promised by the ministers of the church to 
that faith; and that the fundamental faith is a belief in 
the Father, Son, and Spirit, in their revealed nature and 
acts. 
A still more remarkable passage occurs ill the Acts of 
the Council of Nice. . A philosopher disputing with the 
bishops and others at Nice, previous to the meeting of the 
Council, was encountered by an aged and unlearned con- 
fessor, not with argument, but with a simple dec1aration 
of " the doctrines of the truth," 2 which he gave in the 
following words,-" There is one God who, havin"g made 
the heaven and the earth and the sea, and all things that 
are in them, and having formed man out of the earth, 
sustained all things by his 'V ord and Holy Spirit. This 
'V ord, 0 philosopher, knowing him to be the Son of 
God, we adore, believing that for our redemption he 
took flesh of a Virgin, and was born and made man; and 
that by the sufferings of his flesh upon the cross, and his 


1 "Ab his, inquam, omnibus fideliB declinet auditus; sanctam vero Eccle- 
:;iam teneat, quæ Deum Patrem omnipotentem et unigenitum filium ejuB 
J esum Christum j)ominum nostrum et Spiritum Sanctum concordi et con- 
Bona Bubstantiæ ratione profitetur, filiumque Dei natum ex virgine et passum 
pro salute humana, et resurrexisse a mortuis in eadem carne qua natus est, 
credit, eundem que venturum judicem omnium sperat, in qua et remissio pec- 
catorum et carnis resurrectio prædicatur." Expos. in S;ymb. art. " Sallctam 
Ecclesiam. " 
:I Ta 'T7]S M7]8
laS ðo-yp.aTu.. 



ON 'fIlE ANTIENT CREEDS. 


151 


death, he rescued us from eternal condemnation, and by 
his resurrection obtained for us eternal life ; who, having 
returned to heaven, will, we expect, come again, and be 
judge of all those things which we have done." 
The philosopher, upon being asked by the confessor 
whetller he believeù these things, replied in the affirma- 
tive; upon which " the old man said to him, If thou be- 
lievest that these things are so, arise, follow me, let us 
hasten to the church, in which thou mayest receive the 
seal of this faith;" and the philosopher arose, followed 
him, and was "baptized and united to the church of 
Ooù," and " the Synod rejoiced at the wonderful works 
of God." 1 
'Ye have here, then, a clear proof that the essentials of 
the baptismal Creed were, even at the period of the 
Council of Nice, considered to be comprised in an ortho- 
dox confession respecting tbe Sacreù Trinity. 
Judging from these passages, we should conclude that 
the early churcb considered that in a full and orthodox 
belief in the nature and acts of the Father, Son, and 
Holy Spirit, as represen.ted to us by Divine revelation, 
was included a belief in all the essentials of Christian 
doctrine. 
N ow if this is the case, (upon which question, however, 
I shall not here enter,) the _\postolical, Nicene, or Con- 
stantinopolitan Creed, would be, in one sense, too long to 
be calJed a selection of the fundamental points, for they 
embrace points not connected with articles relating to 
any of the Persons of the Sacred Trinity. 
But it will he admitted by all, that whether the::;e 
points are fundamental or not, all essentially import- 
ant points connected with the orthodox doctrine re- 
lating to the Three Per
ons of the Sacred Trinity, are 
fundamental, and consequently that these Creeds are 
too short to be called a selection of the funùamental arti- 


I Gelas. Cyzic. Acta Conc. Nic. Part. 2. c. 13. pp. 90-93. cd. ] :;99. The 
&'1me account is given by SOlO men, Ilist. Eccl. i. 17. 
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cles, for they do not contain all those points. They need 
to be greatly expanded to answer that character, and a 
wide field for amplification is opened on many important 
points. 'Yho will undertake to enumerate all the here- 
tical notions that might be connected with, and vitiate, a 
professed belief in Christ? N ow, as many heretical 
notions as there are that might be entertained respecting 
his person and work, so many fundamental points are 
there connected with this article alone. And the Creed 
appears to have been gradually expanded as heresies 
arose in the church, and expalldeù only as those heresies 
lllight seem to render it necessary. As, for instance, thc 
Arian heresy was the occasion of the insertion of the 
article of the consubstantiality of the Son with the Father; 
and this article, though fundamental, was not expressed 
in the Creed till that time, and consequently all the fun- 
damental articles were not previously expressed in the 
Creed; and as this fundamental article was not there for 
some centuries, so are there others, equally fundamental, 
that have never been inserted. 
True, this article, as well as that of the descent into 
hell, is supposed to have been always implied, though not 
always expressed, and doubtless it was implied in an 
orthodox belief respecting the Son. 
\nd so also may 
other articles be saiù to be equally implied, though cir- 
cumstances did not seem to the early church to require 
a further amplification of the Creed by the enumeration 
of other points; as, for instance, the doctrine of justifica- 
tion, and others. But the question is not ",hether a per- 
son of orthodox belief would carry out the meaning of 
the Creed so as to include all the fundamental articles of 
the faith, for this such a person would ùo in the case of a 
much shorter confes
ion; but whether the Creed gires 
e.rpression to aU the fundamental points of the faith, so 
that either in words, or by virtue of direct and necessary 
inferences, they are all to Le foulld there. 
l\Ioreover, whcH \\ e come to draw out the point
 
Îneluded in it, may not somc be fundamental, and othcr
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lwt { So that not only is there no easily ascertainable 
limit to the points included, but further direction is needed 
for the classification of those points, and the determining 
which are fundamental, and which not. Hence there 
may be many fundamental points not mentioned in the 
Creed, and there may be some in the Creed (as, for 
instance, the article of the descent into hell) which are 
not absolutely fundamental. 
There is no reason, inùeed, to suppose, that the early 
cll urches ever considered their Creed to be any more a 
selection of the fundamental points than the words of our 
Lorù, lVlatt. xxviii. 19, 20, upon which it was founded; 
and they certainly had no authority to determine what 
they were, if they had attempted to do so. 1 
How far ::\11'. Newman feels the weight of these diffi- 
culties to press upon his hypothesi..;, may be judged by 
the following extract from his work :-" How much, 
then, or how little, doctrine is contained in the Creeù '! 
\Vhat extent and exactness of meaning must be admitted 
ill its articles by those who profess it? \Vhat, in fact, 
after all, is that faith which is required of the candiùates 
fur baptism, since it is not to be an acceptance of the 
mcre letter of tlw Creed, but of a real and living doc- 
trine? For instance, is the doctrine of original sin to be 
accounted part of the Creed? or of justification by faith? 
or of election? or of the 
acraments? If so, is there any 
limit to that faith which the Creed represents? I answer, 
tltere is no precise limit.:' (p. 303.) 
Surely, then, it is a mistake to say, as 1\11'. N eWlllall 
does, that " the fundamental or esseIi.tial doctrines are 


1 "The judgmcnt of the primitive churches is no ùoubt of great use and 
weight . . . llut still, since their judgment must finall;y be I:mLmitteù to the 
teiSt of Scripture and right reason, anù cannot be admittcù but as consonant 
thereto, it is ver;y plain that the ratio .of a fundameutal rcsts not ultimatel;y 
in their judgment or dcfinition, but in the nature of the doctrine itself, anù 
the creùentials which it brings \\ith it, b;y which all the rest must be tricd. 
The dcfinition, therefore, cven of the primitive churches, can nevcr be jll:>tlj 
lookcd upon as thc propcr or adequate rule." Watcrland, Vi:.c. of FUlillam. 
(W orks, vÍ1i. 105.) 
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those which are contained in dIe Creed," (p. 259); as if 
the Creed was a selection of the fundamentals of the faith. 
Putting aside, then, the question whether the articles 
added in the Apostolical, Nicene, and Constantinopolitan 
forms, beyond those relating to the 
acred Trinity, are 
fundamental or not, it does not appear that those Creeds 
are a selection of the fundamental points, even as far as 
the confession relating to the Trinity is concerned, but 
only an orthodox amplification, as far as they go, of the 
Christian faith in the Father, Hon, and Holy Ghost, 
giving expression particularly to some points which had 
been misrepresented by prevaiJing heresies. AU that 
could be said of any of these Creeds in this respect is, that 
it gives the principal articles of the Christian faith, and con- 
tains the rudimental elements of the whole faith,! and may 
thus be caned a summary of the Christian faith, as all 
the vital points of the faith may be connected with, and 
made to enter into, the right interpretation of its articles;2 
but then this leaves the question of what are the funda- 
mentals of the faith, the essentials of the gospel, almost 
as much open as ever. 
l\Ioreover, we must ask our opponents, if one of these 
Creeds is to be taken as a precise list of the fundamental 
articles, which of them it is; for to talk of a Creed which 
takes not the slightest notice of the articles, for instance, 
of the church and the communion of saints, as being 
identical with another which contains them, is manifestly 
absurd. And when they have p9inted it out, they win 
only have involved themselves in a fresh difficulty, by 
being left to give a reason for the omissions or additions 
in the others; for their position is, that what was given 
ill each of those Creeds was given as representing the 
fundamental articles of the faith. And to endeavour to 


I As the Apostles' Creed is spoken of by Ruffinus as containing .. prima 
fiùei elementa." Expos. in Symb. art. " Crucifixus," &c. 
2 Thus it is said in the" Reformatio legum eccles." of the Apostolical, 
Nicene, amI Athanasian Creeds, "ista tria s;ymbola ut fidei Ilostræ compendia 
'J'lærlam recipimus et amplcctimur." (Tit. 1. c.5.) 
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escape from this difficulty, by declaring that they are all 
identical, is an attempt which none but those wedded to 
a hypothesis could ever have made. 
'Vithout entering, then, here into the question, what 
in particular are the fundamental articles of the faith, 
certain it is, that" the Creed" is not a selection or repre- 
sentation of them;1 except in the sense in which it may 
be said that belief in Christ is the only fimdamental 
article, or that our Lord's words, l\'Iatt. xxviii. 19, com- 
prise the whole fundamental faith; in which sense, of 
course, the appellation is not worth disputing about to 
eitber party. 
l\Ioreover, since " the Creed" is proposed to us appa- 
rently as the interpreter of Scripture, to teach us the fun- 
damentals of the faith, we may take this opportunity of 
asking in what point the language of " the Creed," take 
which you please, is clearer than that of Scripture. 
Those who are so inclined, can make heresy harmonize 
with the one as easily as with the other. Nay, St.Augus- 
tine says, " So also it may happen that a catholic cate- 
chumen may light upon some heretic's book, and, unable 
to discern error from truth, may believe something con- 
trary to the catholic faith, which, error, nevertheless, the 
11"ords of tlte Creed do not oppose; for, unda tlte same 
words, innumerable errors of heretics have ari::,en."2 Nay 
more, the Socinians themselves have contended for the 
apostolical origin of the Apostles' Creed, and argued 
from it that the Apostles did not hold the divinity of 
the Son and Holy Ghost, because they have not there 
(as they maintain) expressly taught it. 3 
The antient Creeds, then, (to proceed to the second 


1 On the question, what are the fundamental articles of the faith, the reaùer 
may Bee 'Vaterland, Stapfer, Spanheim, &c. 
2 Sic etiam fieri potest ut in alicujus hæretici Jibrum catholicus catechull1e- 
nUB inciòat, et a veritate nescienB discernerc errorem creùat aliquiù contra 
catholicam fiùem, cui tam en errori verba symboli non relJUgnant, sub iisdem 
quippe verbis innumcrabiles hæreticorum errores exorti sunt. De ßilpt. 
contr. Donat. lib. 3. c. !ti. ix. 115. 
3 ni!>llOp Stillillgftcct'l! Villllic. of Doctrine of Trinity, 1'. 22-1. 
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point on which we proposed to offcr a fcw rcmarks,) 
Lcillg tIlll:::ì bricf summaries of the chief articles of thc 
Christian faith, were justly called by the Fathers tlte nile 
of fait/to Even the Creeds given by Irenæus and Ter- 
tuHian are called so, as containing the prime articles of 
the faith, in the right explication of which, in their full 
meaning and consequences, all the vital articles might be 
included. They were so called as expositions of the 
faith publicly professed on the chief points in the primi.. 
tive churches, just as the symbolical books of the Church 
of England, the Lutheran Church, &c., form the rule 
of faith to those churches respcctively, (the Lutheran 
being called the Normal books J), differing only in the 
degree, not in the nature, of their claim upon us; their 
dcgree of claim upon us being gJ"eater fi'om their being 
sanctioned by the primitive catholic church, while the 
nature of their claim is the same, i. e. of a secondary anù 
entirely subordinate character, depending upon their con- 
formity to the Divine will, to be judged of by us by their 
conformity to that revelation of the Divine wi]] which we 
possess in the inspireù 
criptures. And hence the Creed 
is sometimes called by Augustine the" confession" of faith. 2 


j" V eteres s,ymbola etiam 7r&O'TUI, EIC6ECflJ! T7}S 7r&O'TEWS regulam fidei vocabant, 
qucnMùmodum et apud nos interdum librorum normalium nomine veniunt. " 
-" Pro norma quadam ac regula fiùei sed sccundaria habcantur [i. e. libri 
symboliei) quæ vim omnem atque auctoritatem a convenientia eum Scriptura 
saera aecipiat . . . . Atque ita quoque aecipiendum quando libri symLoliei 
in quibusdam locis normales adpellitantur." Buùd. 18<'lg. in Theolog. vol. i. 
p. 395 anù p. 476. 
2 .. Hoe nisi ereùamus, periclitatur ipsum nostræ COlljessionis initium, qua 
nu:! in Dcum Patrcm omnipotentem crederc confitemur." Enehil'iù. aù Lau- 
rcntium de fide, &c. c. 94. tom. vi. co!. 231. 
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CHAPTER V. 


THAT PATUISTIC,\L TRADITION IS NOT A "PRACTIC.\LLY 
lNFALLInLE" WITNESS OF THE ORAL TEACHING OF THE 
APOliTLES NOR RECEIVABLE AS A DIVIJSE INFOR)-[ANT. 


SECTION 1.-PRELIl\'lINARY REMARKS. 


"T E now proceed to a consideration of the five points 
in which, as we have already ohserved, (pp. 37, 8,) the 
tIoctrille of our opponents upon this suhject is contained; 
and we shaH in this chapter endeavuur to prove, in op- 
position to the first, that patristical tradition is not a 
" practically infallihle" reporter of the oral teaching' of 
the apostles, nor receivable R5 a divine iuformant. 
This question lies at the root of the whole controversy, 
antI a proof of what we here maintain cuts away the 
ground altogether from under the feet of our opponents, 
and leaves them without any foundation to rest upon. It 
ùemands, therefore, a full antI attentive consideration. 
"Then our opponents refer to patristical traditiun as a 
divine informant, they are not to be understood as attri- 
Luting any authority to the Fathers in themselves as in- 
dividuals, but only as witnesses of what they had received 
from others; anti the patristical tradition w h icll they re- 
garù as a divine informant is not (i. e. in theury) that which 
is dclivereù by one or two Fathers, but that which is de- 
livered by the' cOHsentient testimuny of all the Fathers; 
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which they dignify by the name of" catholic consent," 
and it is to this "catholic consent" alone that in theory 
they attach the notion of a divine informant. 
The practical rule for ascertaining this" catholic con- 
sent" is taken 1 by them from Vincent, a monk of Lerins, 
who lived in the fifth century, by whom it is thus delivered. 
I quote from the translation lately published at Oxford 
under the sanction of our opponents. 
" 'Ve are to take great care," he tells us, "that we hold 
that which hath been believed everywhere always and of 
all men; for that is truly and properly catholic (as the 
very force and nature of the word doth declare) which 
comprehendeth all things in general after an universal 
manner, and that shall we do if we follow universality, 
antiquity, consent. Universality shall we follow thus, if 
we profess that one faith to be true "hich the whole 
church throughout the world ackllowledgeth and con- 
fesseth. Antiquity shall we follow, if we depart not any 
whit from those senses which it is plain that our holy 
elders and fathers generally held. Consent shall we like- 
"ise follow, if in this very antiquity itself we hold the 
definitions and opinions of all, or at any rate almost all, 
the priests and doctors together. 'Vhat then shall a 
catholic Christian do, if some small part of the church cut 
itself off from the communion of the universal faith? 
'Yhat else but prefer the health of the whole body before 
the pestiferous and corrupt member? 'Vhat if some new 
infection goeth about to corrupt not in this case only 
a little part but the whole church? Then likewise shall 
he regard and be sure to cleave unto antiquity, which can 
now no more be seduced by any crafty novelty. What if 
in antiquity itself, and amongst the antient Fathers, be 
found some error of two or three men, or haply of some 
one city or province? Then shall he diligently take heed 
tbat he prefer the universal decrees and determinations 
of an antient General Council, jf such there be, before 
the temerity or folly of a few. 'Yhat if some such case 
I See X ewman's Lectures, p. 63, and Keble's Sermon, pp. 32, 3, &c. 



NO DIVINE INFOR:\IANT. 


]59 


bappen where no such thing can be found? Then shall 
he labour, by conferring and laying them together 
amongst themselves, to refer to and consult the antient 
Fathers' opinions, not of all, but of those only which 
living at divers times and sundry places, yet continuing 
in the communion and faith of one catholic church, were 
approved masters and guides to be followed (magistri 
pTobabiles); and whatsoever he perceiveth not one or two 
but all jointly with one consent, plainly, usually, con- 
stantly to have holden, written, and taught, let him know 
that this without scruple or doubt he ought to believe." 
(cc. 2, 3.) 
Such is the rule to which our opponents refer us for 
ascertaining "catholic consent." 
To guard against misapprehension, I would at once 
premise, that to these observations, taking them generally 
and as pointing out a useful practical guide in the inter- 
pretation of Scripture, I am far from offering any objec- 
tion, and as suc/t they have been quoted by many divines 
of our church. I am quite ready to admit, nay, I would 
firmly maintain, that the concurrent testimony of many 
of the great lights of the primitive church in favour of 
any particular interpretation of Scripture in a funda- 
mental point is the strongest possible confirmation of the 
truth of that interpretation, and the opposition of any 
view on a fundamental point to the sentiments of all the 
Fathers that remain to us, is of itself a good reason for 
its rejection. 
But tbis is a view of the matter totally different to that 
taken by our opponents. 'Vith them all which stands 
the test of this rule is to be considered " catholic consent," 
and as such a divine informant, and is consequently bind- 
ing upon the conscience as a matter which demands our 
faith. How far Vincent himself agreed with our oppo- 
nents in thi!.-; we shall consider hereafter, when reviewing 
the sentiments of the Fathers on this subject. 
N ow it is evident, in the first place, that this rule, in 
its practical application, must be suhject to many restric- 
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tions and limitations; and accordingly we fiml that in the 
latter part of the treatise Vincent himself admits a
 mnch. 
Nay, he makes an important restriction (to wllich our 
opponents have paid little attention) as to the subjects re- 
specting'whiclJ this patristical tradition is to be inqui'red intn. 
For he tells us that "this antient consent of holy Fathers 
is not so carefully and diligently to be both sought for 
and foJIoweù in every small question of the divine Law, 
but only, or, at least especially, in the rule of faith." 
(c. 28.) And again,-" It is necessary that the interpre- 
tation of the heavenly Scripture be directed accorùing to 
the rule of tIle church's understanding: only be it ob- 
served, especially in those -(pwstions upon 'which the 
foundations of the whole catholic doctrine do depend:' 
(c. 29.) 
Beyond a few fundamental points, then, he does not 
consider this antient consent lUuch worth inquiring 
after. 
Still further, even in these, when he descends to tl)(' de- 
scription of the practical mode of finding this antient con- 
sent, he is of course driven to make various restrictiuns alld 
limitations, and at last to admit that this antient C01l8CIlt 
is in fact the consent of some dozen individuals who are 
taken as the representatives of some dozen milIions. 
" Neither yet," he adds, "are heresies always nor all 
after this sort to Le impugned, but only such as arp npw 
and upstart; to wit, at their first 5pringing up and before 
they have (as hindered by the shortness of time) falsified 
the rules of the antient faith, and before that, the poison 
spreading further, they go about to corrupt the Fathers' 
writings; but those heresies which have already got 
ground, and be of some continuance, are not this way to 
Le dpalt "Withal; because by long tract of time thC'y have 
lJad long opportunity to steal the truth. Anel therefore 
such kind, whether of profane schisms or heresies. wllich 
he of longer standing, we must not otl1Crwise convince 
hnt only, if need be, by the authority of the bcriptnres; 
or dse avoid and detest them as already convictC'd aud 
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comlemnctl in old time by general councils of catholic 
priests . . .. But those Fathers' opinions only are to 
be conferred tog"ether, which with holiness, wisdom, and 
constancy, lived, taught, and ('on till lied in the faith anf} 
communion of the catholic ('hm'c1l, and finally desenTed 
either to die faithfully in rhrist, or happily for Christ 
to be martyred: whom notwithstanding we are to hc- 
lieve with this condition, that whatsoever either all or tlte 
greater part with one and the same mind plainly, com- 
Jllunly, and constantly, as it were in a Council of Doctors 
agreeing together, have confirmed by recei1'ing it, holding 
it, and delirering it; let that be accounted for undoubted, 
fOI' certain and acknowledged truth. And whatsoever any, 
although holy and learned, although a bishop, although 
a confessor and martyr, hath holden otherwise than all, 
or against all, let that be put aside from the authority of 
the common public und general judgment, and reputell 
among his own proper, rrivate, and secret opinions, lest 
,\'ith the utmost danger of our eternal salYation, we do, 
according to the custom of sacrilegious heretics and schis- 
matics, forsake the truth of the unhTersal (loctrine, and 
follow the novel error of some one man." (('. 28.) 
And further on, r0c3pitulating these means for determin- 
ing the truth, he adds, "Lest any man might think that 
we said this rather of our own presumption than from any 
authority of the church, we give an example of the sacred 
Council holden almost three years 
ince at Ephesus, a 
city in Asia, in the time of the rig-ht honourable consuls, 
Bessus and Antiochus, in which disputation being had of 
authorizing rules of faith, lest there might by chance some 
)'rofane novelty creep in, as happened at that perfidious 
meeting in Ariminum, this was thought the most catholic, 
faithful, and best course to be taken, by all the priest,;; 
there present, which were ahout two hundred in number, 
that the opinions of those holy Fathers should be brought 
forth, of w hum it wa::, certain that some of them had been 
martyrs, some conft\
:o;ors, and that all had lived and died 
eatholic prie
ts, that hy their COllsent and venlid tlw true 
'OL. 1. '[ 



IG2 


PATnl
Tl('.\I: Tn \ DITIOr-; 


religion of anticnt doctrine lllight be duly anù solemnly 
confirmed, and the blasphemy of profane novelty con- 
demned: which being so done, that impious N estorius wa
 
worthiJy and justly judged to have taught contrary to the 
old catholic fhith, and ble:5sed Cyril to have agreed with 
holy and sacred antiquity." And he then proceeds to give 
ns the names of the Fathers according to whose judgment 
" the rule of divine doctrine" was established, which were, 
Peter, Athanasius, amI Theophilus, Bishops of Alexandria, 
Gregory of Nazianzl1m, Basil of Cæsarea, and Gregory of 
Nyssa., Felix l\Iartyr and Julius, Bishops of Rome, Cyprian 
of Carthage, and Ambrose of l\
Iilan, adding, "albeit a f
l1' 
greater number of Fathers lllight have been alleged, yet 
was it not necessary, because it was not fit that the time 
of business should be spent with multitude of witnesses; 
and further, no man doubted but that those ten did think 
little other than all the rest of their colleagues." (c. 30.) 
Such is "('at!wZic consent" at its very best. The testi- 
mony of ten 'witnesses, whose remarks upon a question not 
in their mind at the time will probably be more or less in- 
direct, with an accommodating, "&c." and an intimation 
that no doubt the rest agrepd with them! 
The fact is, that when we come to the practical appli- 
cation of the rule, we find ourselves beset with endless diffi- 
culties, amI hence it was that Vincent himself was obliged 
to clog his rule with so many exceptions and limitations 
as to lead Bishop Stillingfleet (one of our opponents' best 
referees) to make the remark we have already quoted, 
that" wise men, who lmve thoroughly considered of Vill- 
centius his way, though in general they cannot but ap- 
prove of it so far as to think it lJighly improbable that 
there should be antiquity, uni\"ersality, and consent, 
ngainst the true and genuine sense of Scripture, yet whell 
they consider this way of Vincentius, with all those cau- 
tions restrictions and limitations set down by him, (1. 1, c. 
39,) they are apt to think that he hath put men to a 
WILD-GOOSE CHASE to .find out rwythin,q ((('rordin,fJ to lIis 
rules; and that 
t. Ang:nstine spake a great deal more to 
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the purposE' when he spake concerning all tlte lCrtters (
l 
the church, 'that althollgh tltey had lIel'er so much learning 
and sanctity, lip did not fMull it trlle because thry thought 
so, but because they persuaded him to believe it true, pit/ler 
from the authority of Scripture or some probable reasolt.' " 1 
And so in another place he says, "The utmost use I can 
suppose, then, Vincenti us his rules can be of to us now is in 
that case which he puts when corruptions and errors have 
had time to take root and fasten themselves, and that is, 
By an appeal to Scripture and Antient Councils. But 
BECAUSE OF THE CHARGE OF INN'OY ATIOl'i against us, wt' 
are content to be tried by his second rule, By the consent 
of the Fathers of greatest reputation, &c." !! 
The period over which the inquiry for this catholic con- 
sent is to extend, is left by our opponents altogether in- 
definite, but apparently it includes about the first five or 
perhaps six centuries. 3 
1\lr. Newman seems contented with the first four, for 
he says, " If the voluminous remains of that era, including 
the works of Ambrose, Austin, Jerome, Chrysostom, Basil, 
Gregory N yssen, Gregory N azianzen, Athanasius, and 
Cyril of Jerusalem, wilr not afford a standard of catholic 
doctrine, there seems little profit to be gained from an- 
tiquity at aU." (p.246.) 
A less period than this our opponents have already 
found (like the Romanists) would not at all answer their 
purpose. And they have practically confessed that their 
Creed depends for its patristical proof upon the writings 
of the fourth and fifth century. For thus writes the an- 
thor of Tract 85. 
" In both rases," [i. e. "tlie Cllllon of ðCl'iptllre," and 
"the catholic dortriuf's,"] "U.p believe Inainly becaw;e t!if' 
clLUrrh of the fourth and fifth centuries ullnnimousl!J !J{}- 
lie
'ed." -" rVe dej1('Jul fo]' tllf' ranon and creed UpOJI flu' 


I Rational Account of Grounds of Protcstant Religion, J Glì.;. p. 279. 
2 Council of Trcnt exam.incù, &c. p. 24. 
3 See Newman's Lecturc:!, pp.20-9. 
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fourtlt and .fifth centuries. 'Ye depend UpOll them thus: 
as to Scripture, former centuries certainly do not speak 
distinctly, frequently, or unanimously, except ofsome chief 
lJooks, as the Gospels; but still we see in them, as we 
believe, an evergrowing tendency and approximation to 
that full agreement which we find in the fifth. The tes- 
timony given at the latter date is the limit to which all 
that has been before given converges. For instance, it i
 
commonly said, exceptio probat regllla11l; when we have 
reason to think that a writer or an age WOULD lmvf> ''ll'it- 
JI('ssed so and so, BUT FOR TIIIB OR THAT, and that this or 
that were mere ac('irlcllts of his position, then he or it may 
be said to tend tOll'nrd,'Ö such testimony. III tlâs lCay tlu' 
.first antliries tend towards the fifth. Viewing the matter 
as one of moral evidence, we seem to see in the testimony 
oftllf' fiîth tlie 'ce1'y testimony 'lL"hich e1'ery precnling ('cntury 
,rJm'e ACCIDENTR EXCEPTED, such as the present loss of 
Llocuments once extant or the then existing JlliSCOllcpptinm: 
1l.liicli want of intercourse betu;een the chlirclics occasioned. 
The fifth century acts as a comment on the onSCURE TEXT 
of tlie ceutm"ics before it, and hrings out a meaning which 
with the help of the comment any candid person sees 
re
1l1y to helong to them. And ill the same way as regards 
tlie cntlwlic creed, though there is not so UlUrlt to ('.rpllliJl 
lllld a('coullt for. l\r n t so mliclt,fnr no one, I.mpposc, u.ill 
dclty t!tat ill tlte Fathers of the FOURTH Cfntliry, it is as full!1 
deæloped llnd as llllúJlimOllsly adopted as it can be ill tlie 
.fiftli." (pp. 102, 3.) 
N ow as it respects the canon of Scripture I say nothing: 
here, because this will form the subject of a future chapter, 
but as it respects what the Tractator calls" the catholic 
creeJ," this passage appears to me worthy of the reader's 
especial notice, as throwing very considerable light upon 
the true nature of" catholic cOllsent," and the testimony 
of " everJbody, always, everywhere." In the writings of 
the whole of the first three centuries, it seems, we get, not 
a proof of our opponents' version of" the catholic cn.eel," 
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but ouly something that in tlteir view tends towards it, 
something which, u.hen we intrrpret it by the 'lcritings of 
fliP fourtlt and fiftlt ('rnturies, seems, "ACCIDENTS EX- 
CEPTED," to mean what the writings whicll u.e llflæ .
e- 
lected as tlte interpreter express, though it must be ad- 
mitted after an that it is but an " OBSCURE TEXT." SO that 
if we were even to add the writings of the first three cen- 
turies to Scripture to obtain "the catholic creed," we 
t;hould only get an obscure comment upon the obscure 
writings of the Apostles, and should not find what we 
wanted until we admitted the light of the fourth and fifth 
centuries to interpret the obscure COUlment upon tho
e 
obscure writings. The Tl'actator, therefore, justly re- 
marks, that" we," i. e. he and those who think with him, 
" believe mainly because the church of the fourth and 
fifth centuries unanimously believed," " we depend for 
the canon and creed upon the fourth and fifth centu- 
. " 
rles. 
The reader will observe how completely this coincides 
with the ground taken by tbe Romanists. And in tho 
following passage he will see what was the view taken of 
their conduct in this respect by onc of the best of our op
 
ponents' own witnesses. 
"I know," says Bishop 
tillingfleet, "some of the 
greatest patrons of the Church of RoUlc, amI such who 
know best lww to manage things with best advantage for 
the interest of that church, have made little account of 
the three first ages, and confined themsehres within the 
compass of the four tirst Councils, upon this pretence, 
because the books and writers are so rare Leforc, and 
that those persons who livcd then h:Hl no occasion to 
write of the matters in controversy between them and 118. 
But if the ground why those other thing
 which are not 
determined in Scripture are to be believed by us and 
practised as necessary, be, tbat they werc (f]Jostulical tra- 
ditions,1I'1w ('an br morc romZJcfrnt jlldgps u"lUlt ll.as so, afid 
Ie/wt lIut, thall i1w
w ldw lit"cd ncarcst tltr a}Justolical times? 
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and those certainly, if they writ of anything, could not 
write of anything of more concernment to the Christian 
world than the knowledge of such things would be." 1 
'Ve might at once, then, on the ground of such admis- 
sions as these, demur to the doctrine of our opponents, 
and reply that these admissions are altogether fatal to 
their cause. For to claim for their creed the consent of 
everybody, always, everywhere, in the catholic church 
even such a universal consent as proves its apostolical 
origin, and makes that consent a divine informant or prac- 
tically infallible reporter of the oral teaching of the Apo- 
stles, and then to admit that all the writings that remain 
to us of the first three centuries form but an obsc1lre text, 
tending only, even in their 'l.iew, towards the confirmation 
of their creed, and needing to be interpreted by the 
writings of the fourth and fifth centuries to make it 
really speak that creed, has so much in it of direct self- 
contradiction as to leave one, not in hesitation about the 
matter itself, but only wondering what can induce men 
to put forth such statements. 
The purity of the motives by which the Tractators are 
influenced I call not in question. They are desirous of in- 
ducing men to embrace what they believe to be the truth, 
and therefore give the most high-sounding names to the 
testimony by which they think it is established, and hope 
thus to induce men to emLrace it. 1\11'. Keble in parti- 
cular reminds us how it would tend to "exempt us once 
and for ever from hauntil1g doubts," if we would but be 
convinced "that the Nicelle tradition is true and di- 
,.ine." I! In a word, how comfortable it would be to come 
to the conclusion, no longer to give ourselves any trouLlc 
in deciding between the claims of conflicting doctrines, 
but pin our faith at once npon certain individuals. 
AmI with lllany minds their scheme is suited to snccectl. 


I Rational Account of Grounùs of l'rotcstant Rcligion, p. 26:2. cù. 166.,. 

 See p. 148. 
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It exempts men fi'om the trouble of thinking. It aflects to 
place them under the direction of an infallible guide. It 
entangles them in the mazes of a magnificent vocabulary 
of words which delight, perplex, and ensnare them, and 
out of which they often neither wish nor are able to see 
their way. But they must excuse others if they look a 
little further into the nature of the testimony they adùuc(', 
and call things by their right names, and not suppose 
that anything is gained by shutting their eyes to the real 
:state of the case, and building their faith upon words in- 
stead of realities, upon claims to the consent of every body, 
always, everywhere, when upon investigation the" every- 
body" turns out to be not one in a million, the" always" 
not one for every quarter of a century, and the "every- 
",here" not one for each country; to say nothing of the 
fact that there is hardly a doctrine respecting which we do 
not get conflicting testimonies. 
But leaving the reader to judge how far these conces- 

ions of themselves overthrow their cause, I shall now 
proceed to point out the various grounds upon which we 
reject the notion of our opponents, that what they call 
" catholic consent," is a certain informant of the oral 
teaching of the Apostles. 


SECTION II. - NO DEGREE OF CONSENT TIlE KNOWLEDGE 
OF WHICH 18 ATTAINABLE WORTHY OF BEING CONSIDERED 
\ DIVINE IXFORl\IANT, OR CERTAIN WITNESS OF THE OR.\L 
TEACHING OF TIlE APOSTLES. 


The great argument upon which the system of our 
opponents is founded, is, that catholic consent in tlw wlwl(' 
primitive church for several centuries in favour of any 
doctrine or interpretation of Scripture or otller point, is a 
sure proof that it was derived fi'om the Apostles, fur that 
othcrwise such COn'5Cllt could Hot have becn found in such 
a "idcly scattcred body. Conscnticllt patristical statc- 
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ments, tbey say, must have had a common origin in the 
teaching of the first preachers of Christianity. 1 
Thi
 is the theory upon which their whole superstruc- 
ture is built; and in words it is no doubt plausible 
enough, and sufficiently likely to captivate any man who 
win take words for realities. There is a natural anxiety 
to know something of the doctrines of the early church, 
and he who finds a few remains of the primitive doctor
, 
almost naturally pleads for them as a sufficient testimony 
to demonstrate the primitive faith; just as a zealous anti- 
quary, upon the testimony of a few relics acciùentaIJy 
turned up, will pronounce upon the state of the arts at 
the time when they were executed. 'Vhat, moreover, 
could be more convenient and desirable, than to have 
such a standard of appeal for the termination of contro- 
versies, as the consentient testimony of the whole primi- 
tive church? It is quite refreshing and delightful, in the 
present state of the church, to contemplate the existence 
of such a court of appeal. The mind is at once attracted 
to the notion by a recollection of the benefits that might 
arise from it; for mark how the argument runs,-This or 
that is a doctrine or view wJIÍch was held by all tlte mem- 
bers of the whole church, (semper, ubif}llc et ab omnibus,) 
everybody, always, ererywhere, for the first three or four cen- 
turies. "That an overwhelming argument against a man 
who presumed to controvert it! But are you quite sure, 
he will say, that everybody always eL.eryw]LCre for the first 
three centuries did hold this view? The c1lUrch was ,'ery 
widely spread during that period. l\Iillions were included 
within it, and had but little intercourse with one another. 


I There is also another ground on which l\Ir. Newman 8eems to claim for 
8uch consent the autllOrit;y of a divine informant, namel;y, the promises made 
to the church, which are supposed to have secured infallibility to it, while it 
l"emaineù one and undivided. See Ne\\man's Lectures; 8, pp. 224, &s. But 
without entering upon a discussion of the question here involved, our reply in 
the following work tothe claim maùe for catholic cOllsent, on the ground men- 
tio,led àbo\ e, equally meet!> this ca"e. 
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Y 011 must have vast means of information. Are you quite 
l:iure that there were none who took an opposite view of 
the matter? Can you answer even for ten in every hun.. 
dred? Yes, quite sure of "everybody always every- 
where," say our opponents; so much so, as to have maùe 
this universality of consent the very groundwork upon 
which our claim for the certainty of the witness as a cor- 
rect record of the oral teaching of the Apo
tles is founded. 
'VeIl, then, there is no help for it, but that he who does 
not wish to unchristianize all the members of the catholic 
churéh who lived immediately after the times of the 
Apostles, must, if the point be all important one, accept 
what such a body of Christians unanimously held, as 
beyond contro\Tersy the truth of God. For it cannot be 
supposed that all the Christians of the first ages of the 
church "ere in error; and therefore, what they all agreed 
in must be, in important points, that true faith u'hich it is 
e\'ery good man's wish to embrace. For the true faith 
lllUSt in all ages be the same; and therefore the belief of 
true Christians in all fundamental points must be the same 
now as in the first ages of Christianity. True catholic 
consent, then, Illight well conclude us, antI though 
perhaps not altogether derived from apostolical tradition 
or teaching, would, as true, be identical with it. 
And in this, but no other, sense did our learned Bishop 

IOl'ley grant, in his Conference with the J e
mit, that the 
church was infallible. "If," l:iaid he, " by the word 
church were meant all Christians in all places, he would 
willingly grant that the church in that sense did never, 
nor could never, err in any point of faith or mannen; 
absolutely necessary to salvation." 1 
And this might be granted for the present as much as 
for the antient church. 

\nd it is remarkable that BeUarmine himself, "hen 
driyen to an explanation of what is meant by the infalli- 
hility of the church, states it thllS,-" The church canllot 
err, that is, that whieh all hdic\'cr::i holtl a:-- of thc filith, i:-; 


I 
C\ cral Tl'caliws. (... c. X n, I. p. ,j. 
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nccessarily true and of the faith," respecting which there 
canllot be two opiniolls among those who suppose that 
there has always been a succession of individuals in the 
church holding the true fait.h. And when he adùs,- 
,. And likewise that which all bishops teach as belonging 
to the faith is necessarily truc and of the faith,"l we should 
not, perhaps, think it worth while to raise much dispute 
on the abstract question. 
So far we fully agree with our opponents. Only let 
them prove anything by Vincent's rule, and we will most 

ubUlissively accept it. No wonder that those who take 
words as realities, and think they know what everybody 
({[lcays e1,crywlwre in the church of Christ thought for 
several centuries respecting any matter, should dogma- 
tize about it, and anathematize dissentients. There is, in 
fact, only one objection against Vincent's method of 
proving a doctrine, namely, that its application in that 
strict sense which would make it capable of producing a 
proof, is utterly impracticable. That the principle of it, 
indeed, is applicable, to a limited extent, I am far from 
denying; and that its application to that extent is useful, 
as affording a probable and confirmatory argument for 
the truth, is also not to be doubted. Nay, in any point 
put forward as vital, it may well be required that we 
should be able to show, from the recorùs of antient times, 
that the doctrine we maintain, though we maintain it 
from Scripture, is not a novelty, but was held in the pri- 
mitive church; which is a safeguard against the dreams 
of enthusiasm, and so used by the Fathcrs of the fourth 
and fifth centuries, whose appeal to this patristical testi- 
mony in their favour is often incorrectly taken as su p- 
porting the doctrine of our opponents respecting "tra- 
dition." But to a very limited extent only is Vincent's 
rule applicable in any case, and therefore the certainty 


I Ecclesia non potest errare, id est, id quoù tenent omnes fideles tamquam 
lIe fide nece8&1.rio est verum et de fide; et similiter id quod docent omnC8 
Epi6copi tam quam ad fidem pertinens necea:;ario e:st vel'um et de fide. Dl' 
Conc. et Eccles. lib. 3. c. 1-1. 
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which would follow from it, if we wcre able fully to carry 
it out, is not attainable. 
For let us consider what is the practical application 
which can be made of this rule. As it respects the number 
and value of the records remaining to us of the primitive 
church, I shall Speak in the next section. But my object 
here is to consider the question generally. Let us look 
a:.ound us, and view the church as it exists in the present 
ùay, when the facilities of intercourse are ::,uch a:5 no 
former period ever enjoyed. \Vhat sort of application 
could we make of Vincent's rule at the present day, evcn 
for the generation now living? How should we be able 
to ascertain what ùoctrines were held by elx!rybody evcry- 
lV/tere ! 
And if we go back to the times of the primitive church, 
the difficulty is a thousandfold greater; for we have 
nothing to depend upon for those times but the writings 
uf a few antient Christian authors. So that I see not 
why, for fundamental points, we should not rather seek 
the catholic consent of some age nearer our own, of which 
we know more than of the first ages of Christianity. Fur 
if, as our oppon
nts maintain, and I am by no means dis- 
posed to question, there have always been, and always 
will be, some true Christians in the world, real catholic 
consent, or that which all believe respecting fundamental 
points ill any age, must be the orthodox h'ìith, for other- 
wise thc true Christians, who form part of this total, 
must be in fundamental error, which is absurd. liut the 
truth is, that in no generation is the argument derived 
from this source applicable, because the knowledge of 
that catholic consent is not attainable. 
And as Dean Sherluck justly oùserve:s, " It is abso- 
lutely impossible that the catholic church should be 
rf'prese/lted, for the catholic church i.;; the whole multi- 
tude of Christians, considered as the whole company or 
multitude; now a multitude, as a multitude, can ncver 
be represcnted hy anything but itself; therc can be 110 
forlllainor ,,-irtual Illl11titude, but the \vhole entire nUIll- 
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bel'. The catholic church signifies all Christian::" and if 
you leave out any of the number, it is not all, and there- 
fore is not the catholic church . . . . Anything less than 
all makes it cease to be catholic; and therefore the 
catholic church cannot be represented by a few of the 
whole number, because a few are not an, and therefore 
110t the catholic church." 1 
So that, on the notion that the catholic church is all 
infallible guide, he remarks,-" 'Ve do say, and we may 
safely say, that there always has been, and ever will be, 
a visible church; for while there are any men who visibly 
profess Christianity, there will be a visible church. And 
what. then? "Vhat then? '''hy then you must hear 
the church, then you lllust submit to the authority of the 
church, then you must believe as the church believes, and 
receive your faith from the decrees and definitions of the 
church.' But pray why so? Has every visible church 
this authority? No, but the catholic church has. Sup- 
pose that; but lww shall I speak with tlte catholic clwrc/', 
zclticlt is dispersed orer all the world, and i.
 nothing else bllt 
tlte whole number of Christians all the world over? Now 
it seems impossible for me to speak with all the Chri
4 
tians in the world, and to know what their belief is in all 
matters of controversy; and though the catholic church 
is visible, and part of it is to be seen in England, and part 
in Holland, and part in France, &c., yet no man can s('e 
it all together, nor Rpeak with all the Christians in the 
world together; and therefore, though the catholic 
church be visible, it cannot determine anyone contro- 
versy, unless there be some visible catholic trihunal from 
which we must receive the faith of the whole church 
[which he has before proveù that there is not.] "2 
Hence we may observe, that though we should admit, 
(as, indeed, we willingly do,) that there is a sense in which 


4 Disc. cone. nature, unity, &c. of church, pp. 44, 5; or in Bishop Gib- 
:son's Prc!'>cn-ative. 
:2 lb. p. 46. Sce also Bishop Taylor':s Di:s::masi\ e, Pt.
. \\' orks, vol. x. 
['1'. ;Hi, R. 
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thc chur(.h may be said to be infallible, or indefectible, in 
the fundamental points, it does not follow that the church 
is capable of being all infallible guide to us in such points; 
a distinction which the Tractators seem entirely to havc 
overlooked. 
It lllust never be forgotten that all the promises of Christ 
to the church would be fulfilled by the existence of a SllCCCS- 
sion of individuals in theext('rual church attached to tIle tnl(' 
ntith. This is di.-5tinctly admitted hy 1\11'. Newman him- 
self, awl is an admission fatal to his doctrine of the church 
('atholic being in any sense an infallible guide, for then it 
follows that we must absolutely colJcct the suffrages of 
every Índi"iùual Christian before we C__ln he certain ofthc 
orthodox faith, and therefore, as Bishop Taylor says, "If 
l.y the church they mean the communion of I:;aints only, 
though the persons of men be visible, yet because their 
distinctive ('ognizance is invisible, thèY can never see their 
guide, and therefore they can never know whether they 
go right or wrong." I Nevertheless thus speaks Mr. 

ewman,-" The promise that the word of truth should 
not depart out of the mouth of the church is s{(ti
fied in 
what we see fulfilled at this day, viz. in the whole church, 
in all its hranches, having ever maintained the faith in its 
es
ential olltlines; nay, it mig!tt be sllti
fied el'ell ill a 11'Ulrl, 
.o;cantler fu?filment,-for instance, t!toug!t tlli!; 'Were all, whicll 
'I1umy tlÛlIh to be its highest meaning, t!tat there slwllld 
always be IN the church SO
IE true believers." Q And this 
admission makes the statement that" the whole church 
in aU its branches has eVCl" maintained the nlith in its 
esscntial outlines," a mere assertion requiring proof of its 
truth, independently of what any number of christian 
churches or COllllllllIJÏties can gi,'e. The public standard 
of faith in a church being regulatcd by the ruling pO\Vt'r, 
may become corrnpt cven in essential points, wllile at th(' 
same timc some of the members of that church adherillg 
to the writtcn word, awl taug'ht hy the Spil.it, though 
I Di:ss. from Popery, Pt. 2. Uk. 1. 
 l. Works, x. p. 3-!!. 
2 Leet. p. :234. 
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united in external cOllllllunion with a corrupt church, 
through the effect of circumstances, or from mistaken 
notions of church communion, llJay preservc the pure 
faith. And this we hold to be in all proLability the case 
in the Church of Rome. That there were such persons in 
that church before the Reformation is very capable of proof. 
And of these the Protestants are the successors. "Even in 
the times of the greatest and most general defection," says 
llishop Sanderson, "there have been always particular 
men, and those eminpnt either for number, place, learn- 
ing, or godline!:>s, who, though living in the midst of cor- 
rupt churches, and in the communion and visible pro- 
fession thereof, have yet, according to the measure of thcir 
grace and knowledge, and the exigence of times and oc- 
casions, either first, openly resisted the errors, supersti- 
tions, and corruptions of their times; or secondly, noted 
the corruptions as they grew, and complained of them 
and desired reformation; or thirdly, in private dissentet1 
from them in the explication of the most ùangerous doc- 
trines, and kept themselves free from the foulest cor- 
ruptions . . . . . in these men did tlle succession of thf' 
true church, taking it comparatively and in the second 
sense, especially consist, and the risibilit:lJ ()f it contiuu(' 
in. tIle limp of unh"ersaZ defection. III v./Ûcll mell the trllt' 
clwrcll continues 'l'isiblf' always rmd }Jprpf'tually Wit/Wilt ill- 
terruption." 1 
And so our learned Dr. Chaloner; "There lllay be 
 
church which, in respect of her chief prelates and a predo- 
minant faction thereof, may bp false and antichristinn, yet 
may contain some mcmbers of the true church within her 
pale, who though they refuse not to comIllunicate with 
her, nay more, are infected with some smaller errors of 
the time, yet swallow not down all untruths without 
ùifference, but keep still the foundation of f.:1.ith in tire and 
unshaken. Thus it was with the church of the Jews at 
the coming of our Saviour . .. and thus doubtless it 
was with some, which being outwarùly of the Church of 
I Disc. concerning the church, pp. I II, 11. 
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Home, we may justly nOÌ\vithstanding challenge to onr.. 
selves." 1 
l;'urther, our opponents' own witnes::;, Bishop l\Iorton, 
tells us that "the catholic church," in the Creed, is this 
succession of true believers, the faithful people of God. 
" Some of our adversaries," he says, referring more par- 
ticularly to Bellarmine, "to take away the distinction of 
visible and invisible church, have so conceited of tl,r' 
('atlwZ;r churcll, tlte article of ckrist;{lll bplief, as to thinl,,- 
that wicked men and tbe limbs of Satan may be true 
members of this mystical body uf Clirist, even for their 
outward profession sake. Tre contrari\yise teach, that 
those glorious titles of spouse of Christ and catholic church 
do prujJn>Z!J appertain unto the faithful and elect of God; 
which accordeth unto S. Gregory his judgment, profess- 
ing that 'within the limits of the church are all the elect, 
without it are the reprobate; because tlJC holy church 
against which the gates of hell shall not prevail, con. 
sisteth of the elect unto eternal life.' (1\loral. lib. 28, c. 
G. In Psalm. v. Pænit.)"!! And to this agrees Dr. 
Chaloner. 3 Thus also speaks Irenæus. COlllmenting on 
Ps. lxxxi. 1, lJe says,-.' He speaks of the Father and 
bon, and of those who have received adoption; and these 
are the church. :For this is the congregation of God, 
which God, that is, the Son himself collected through 
himself." 4 I need hardly remind the reader that such 
also is the language of our own church, which tell
 us 
that" the mystical body" of Christ is "the blessed CUIJI- 
jJrl'llJI of all f({itl
flll people." 5 
And of this body, and this body only, may it be sait} 


I Credo sanctam eccles. cathol. 1638. pp. 221-3. 
2 CatllOlic Appeal, lib. 1. c. ,j. 
 2, p. (ì3. AmI a little further on, p. 69, he 
tells us that llede applied the title" catholic church," in the same \Va.", "to 
the society of the elect only..- 
3 See his" Credo ecclesiam, &c." Compo pp. I.; and 70, cd. }(j;J8. 
4 De Patre et Filio et de his qui aùoptionem pC'rceperunt, dicit: hi autem 
sunt Ecclcsia. Hæc ellim est s.rnagoga Dei, quam Deus, hoc est, :Filius ipse 
per scmctipsum eollegit. Adv. hær. lih. ;J. c. ti. 
S Communion ScnÜ'". 
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tlmt it cannot err in fundamentals. To say that this 
church is always orthodox in fundamentals is a tmere 
truism, because it is supposed to be composed only of true 
believers. Aud as it respects the church at large, it can 
only be said to be indefectible and inerrable in fundamentals, 
as it contains within it those individuals who form the 
hody of true believers, as Arch bishop Laud admits. 1 
If such, then, is the case, and that the true mystical 
body of Christ, consisting of the succession of individual 
saints scattered O\Ter the whole church, can alone be 3 
certain and infallible guide, amI that the faith of snch 
individuals cannot even be certainly gathered from the 
public confessions of the churches to which they belong, 
then the notion of obtaining such a catholic consent as 
can make the church a sure guide to us falls to thc'" 
ground. Such individuals moreover may always have 
heen from the times of our earliest records, in the com- 
parison, vety few in number; and 'whatever may be our 
private opinion as to the question of fact, yet seeing that 
such may at any time have been the state of the church, 
our opinion that the case has not been so must depend 
upon our supposing that the maintenance of the true faith 
has not beéll so limited, which takes for grant('d that we 
know from an independent source what the true faith is. 
Bnt 1\11'. Newman, identifying (like the Romanists) the 
church, the catholic church, with those representative 
bodies or individuals that have spoken in her name, points 
us to "the church" as our infallible and authoritative 
guide to the orthodox faith, having authority to declare 
and enforce the truth, (pp. 22ô-8); and by an extraor- 
clinary mistake as to the meaning of an article in the 
Creed, tells us that by the Creed we are bound to faith 
in the holy catholic church in the 8ense of being. bouwl 
to believe what that church delivers, (Fref. p. 7,) whL'n 
ncither he nor anyone elsc can tell us what that church, 
taking it either as the nominal catholic church, or as the 
company of the faithful, does deliver. And so Dr. J>lISf'Y 
I Agai::
t Fisher, 
 21. Numh. .1. Note. p. nfl, ('l1. 16fl6. 
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admonishes us that "to the decisions of the universal 
church we owe faith." 1 
Nay, Mr. Newman would fain make us believe that 
this is the doctrine of our church, telling us (a
 we 
have noticed in a former page), that our 20th ArticJe 
shows that the English church holds ., the infallibility 
of the church in matters of saving faith." (See pp. 226,7.) 
Let one of his own favourite witnesses convince him of 
his mistake. In controversies of faith, says Leslie, (speak- 
ing in the way of dialogue with a dissenter,) "She [i. e. 
the Church of England] has authority as 'a witness and 
keeper of holy writ,' as tlte article words it. Diss. \Yhat 
authority is that? C. E. [the representative of the Church 
of England replies,] Tlte same tlwt i.ç ncknowledged in 
your TVestminster confession of faith, c. a 1, , 'ministerially 
to determine controversies of faith,' as you there word it. 
But in regulating the worship of God, and in discipline 
for the better government of the ch11rch, thn'p to deter- 
mine authoritatÜ,ply." 2 
And to Dr. Pusey's statement that" to the decisions 
of the universal church we owe faith," I reply in the 
words of the able treatise by l
lacette, translated and pub- 
lished by our Archbishop Tenison, "That there is nothing 
whereon the faith of all private Christians can less rely; 
and that for these reasons: ]. Because it doth not appear 
what is that universal church whose faith is to be the rule 
of ours. 2. Because it is not known what is the faith of 
that ch urch. 3. Because it is not manifest whether 
the faith of any church assignable be true ;" 3 on each of 
which points the reader will find some valuable observa- 
tions in the treatise referred to. 
But Mr. Newman says that "Scripture itself conveys 


I Letter to the Bishop of Oxford, p. 53. 
2 Leslie, Of Private Judgment and Authority in matters of Faith. See 
also Archbishop Tenison's Discourse concerning a guide in matters of Faith, 
p.18. 
:I Incurable scepticism of the Church of Rome, c. 24. Sec the whole of cc. 
20-27. It was first published in 1688. 4to. and was inserted by Bishop Gih- 
son in the third volume of his "Pre!"(,f\-,,tin':' 
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to the church the charter of her office, to he the keeper 
and interpreter of Scripture." 1 And he quotes three 
passages to prove it, of which the only one that even 
seems to support his statement is the following, "TIlt' 
church of the living God, the pillar and ground of the 
truth ;" 2 and he adds, "How Protestant sectaries under- 
stand these passages, I know not; how, for instance, the 
first cited [which is the one given above] is understood at 
all by those who deny a visible church." 
"N ow first, let us notice the disingenuousness of this. 
No one denies the visibility of the church, taking it eyen 
as referring to that church of the faithful, which consists 
of certain indi\Tiduals scattered over the world. And to 
litis church our learned Dr. ChaloneI' considers this pas- 
sage to refer, namely" the church essential, which is tlte 
congregation of all faitl
flll belie
'f'rs."3 
For are these individuals hid from the world so as 
not to be a visible church? Rather are they not "th(' 
light of the world," "the salt of the earth 1" And how- 
ever widely scattered, they form but one body, even tllf' 
mystical body of Christ, united to him as their Head by 
one all-pervading Spirit, and with each other in the bonds 
of spiritual communion, having one Lord, one faith, one 
ùaptism. And may they not therefore be justly said to 
be in their generation "the pillar and ground of the 
truth," aye and be much better entitled to the name than 
any other body of men in the world 1 'Yhen it is said 
that the true eh urch is invisihle, it is merely indicative of 
our inability to point out the precise individuals who 
form the collective body of the faithful, and in that sense 
it is invisible, or rather indefinable; alld seeing that such 
a body can only be recognised by us by our knowing 
first what is the true faith, such a body cannot be onr 
authoritative guide to the true faith. 
Nay, the phrase, "pillar and ground of the truth," 
might be not improperly applied to the universal nominal 


I Leet. p. 228. 2 1 Tim. iii. I.>. 
3 Credo <,celes. sanet. cathol. ell. J 638. p. iO. 
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church of Christ as being the depositary of the orach
s of 
God, and as having within her those who are liviug 
epistles of Christ, known and read of all men, and th us 
the supporters of the truth in a corrupt world. 
I think, therefore, that the passage may well be under- 
stood as it stands, as conveying no such sense as l\'Ir. 
Newman affixes to it. 
But further, I will give him another answer to it, 
and that not from a spctary but from one of his own 
best and most learned witnesses, Bishop Stillingfleet, 
who, when his Romish antagonist objected this passage 
precisely in the sense for which 1.\'11'. Newman here con- 
tends, observes,-" But the defender saith, 'the Holy 
Scripture assures us that the church is the foundation and 
pillar of truth.' I confess I cannot be assured from hence 
that the church hath such an authority as is here pleaded 
for, suppose it be understood of the whole church. Fm' 
how was it possible, the church at that time should be 
the foundation and pillar of truth, when the Apostles had 
the infallible Spirit, and were to guide and direct the 
whole church! It seems, therefore, far more probable to 
me that those words relate to Timothy and not to the 
church, by a very common ellipsis, viz. how he ought to 
belw1)(
 himself in the CllUrch of God, wlliclt is tlte house of 
tlte living God, as a pillar and support of truth; and to 
that purpose this whole epistle was written to him; a:; 
appears by the beginning of it, wherein he is charged not 
to give heed to fables, and to take care that no false doc- 
trine were taught at Ephesus, Now, saith the Apostle, 
, If I come not shortly, yet I have written this epistle, 
that thou mayest know how to behave thyself in the 
church, which is the house of God, as a pillar and sup- 
port of truth.' 1 'Vhat can be more natural and easy 
than this sense? And tbat there is no novelty in it ap- 
pears from hence, that Gregory N yssen (De vito .1\108. p. 
225,) expressly delivers this to he tlte meaning; and many 


1 Eav 5E ßpa5uvw, íva EtB1]s 7TWS Bet Ell OtKW 0EOU avwrrpEtþEu6at, ;,rIS ECfTlV 
(KK^1]Cfla 0EOV fW\lTOS, CfTU^OS Kal l5plttwjLa 'T1]S a^1]6Etas. 1 Tim. iii. }". 
N 2 
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others of the Fathers apply the same phrases to the great 
men of the church. S. Basil (Ep. 62) useth the very 
same expressions concerning l\Iusonius. S. ChrysostoUl 
(Horn. 148, tom. 5) calls the Apostles, 'tI)e immovable 
pillars of the true faith: 'Theodoret (De Provo Orat. 
10) saith concerning S. Peter and S. John, ''That they 
were the towers of godliness and tbe pillars of truth.' 
GregOl' N azianzen (Ep. 38) calls S. Basil, ''The ground 
of faith and the rule of truth ;' and elsewhere (Orat. 19, 
Ep. 29.) ''The pillar and ground of the church,' which 
titles he gives to another bishop at that time. And so it 
appears in the Greek Catena mentioned by Heinsius (in 
loc.) S. Basil read these words, or understood them 8U, 
when he saith, 'The apostles were the pillars of the New 
Jerusalem, as it is said, The pillar and grollnd of thp 
cllllrrh.' I forbear more, since these are sufficient to show 
that they understood this place as relating to 'Timothy, 
Hud not to the church." 1 'Thus speaks Bishop Stilling- 
fleet, iu a small work which I would earnestly COUl- 
mend to the perusal of our opponents, particularly the 
chapter from which I have quoted the above, where he 
undertakes to discuss the three following points. " First, 
whether Christ and his Apostles did establish such a 
standing" judicature in the church, to which all Christian
 
were bound to submit in matters of faith. Secondly, 
whether the primitive church did own such a judicature. 
and did accordingly govern their faith. Thirdly, JVhetha 
it be an unreasonable thing to suppose the rontrary, 1.iz. 
tlwt Christ shollld leave men to JUDGE FOR THEMSELVES 
in lnattrrs wltich concern their sall.ation ACCORDING TO TH E 
SCRIPTURES." 2 
But it may be said, "7" e need not surely ascertain the 
faith of all Christians. It will be sufficient to know what 
everybody always everywhere among the pastors of the 
church llelieved. 'This, it must be admitted, contracts 
the extent of tbe rule within limits very much nar- 


I Vindication of the Answer to some late paper
, pp. 3:!, 3. 
2 Ibid, p. 311. 
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rower than the \'ronIs signify, so that if this is all that 
is meant, it is difficult to see why it should not ùe so 
stated. ..And although, for my part, I should be quite 
willing to admit the conclusiveness of a proof so oh- 
tained, I cannot pass it over without reminding the reader 
that there have been periods in the history of God's church 
which should make u
 very jealous of such arImissiuns for 
any definite period. 'Ybo formed the Church of God ill 
the time of Ahab, when Elijah only was left of God's 
ministers? 'Vho formed the Church of God in the time 
of our Lord, wben rulers, priests, and people, with the 
exception of a few humble and despised individuals, cried 
out, A.way with him, crucify him. N ever let it be for- 
gotten that it was by the catlwlic consent of his day that 
our blessed Lord was crucified. For the notion that such 
a handful of humble individuals as constituted his fol- 
lowers could 1e of any account in the matter, would have 
1een scouted by the followers of" catholic consent" as 
an utter absurdity. Here were all the veneraùle inter- 
preters of the Scriptures and depositaries of the tra- 
dition of the church ranged on une side, in declaring that 
tradition, and the true meaning of Scripture as inter- 
preted by it, were altoget lwr against the claims of Jesus 
Christ; on the other a few obscure and unlearned indi- 
viduals, who pretended to interpret Scripture for them- 
selves. Could the followers of "catholic consent" doubt 
for a moment on which side the truth was to be found? 
These cases very clearly show us how much we may ùe 
mistaken if we make the majority, or even the pastors of 
the church, the representatives of the true church of 
Christ. the sure witnesses of the orthodox faith. 
But granting all that is here askeù,--anù it may, lJO 
doubt, be presumed that amung the collective body of the 
faithful forming the true church, there are not wallting 
faithful pastors of Chrisfs flock,-what do \ve gain ùy it? 
Huw ùo we know \\ hat everybody alwa,ys everywhere 
among the pastors of the primitive church believed? 
lIo\\' should we ùe al)le to ascertain this evcn u)r the ge- 
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ueration now living? IIow much less, then, can we 
ascertain it fur generations that lived ages since; uf 
whom we know nothing, but from the writings of a few 
individuals who lived at the period, and who themselves 
were unable to trace it. 
Take tbe case of the Church of England alone at the 
present day, with her express and particular confession 
of faith branclIeù out into points on which the public re- 
cords of the early church are altogether silent. In the 
belief of that confession, all her members profess to agree. 
But do they all hold in reality the same d<lctrine on all 
the points of that confession? Take the doctrine of jus- 
tification, for instance. 'ViII the article give you the pre- 
cise doctrine held by all the members of the church? 
No; one interprets it in one way, others in another; and 
]Je who reads it to know what is the view of our church 
upon the subject, may, if his inclination so dispose him, 
strain it to a third sense. And each will tell you the 
article is plainly on his side; for it is as impossible to bind 
error by words, as by chains. It has been often bound 
with both; and both have been broken through and burst 
asunder by it, and even turned to the promotion of its 
own purposes. IIow, then, I ask, even with this confes- 
sion of faith in our hands, shall we be able to tell what 
everybody everywhere in the Church of England holds 
respecting the doctrine of justification? Clearly as the 
article speaks, it does not show what precise views are 
entertained on the subject, by all who subscribe it. I can 
no more say, therefore, what are the precise views of all 
uur clergy, because they have subscribed this article, than 
I can say what their views are, because they hold Scrip- 
ture to be the 'Y orJ of God, anù profess to believe all 
that it delivers. Even where there is so definite a cou- 
fession of faith, therefore, there is some uncertainty as to 
the views of those who profess to hold it. Nay, let us 
hear what 1\11'. Newman himself says on this subject. 
"In the English Church we shall hardly find ten or 
twenty neighbouring clergymen" ho agree toget.her, and 
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that 1I0t in the non-essentials of religion, but as to what 
are its elementary and necessary doctrines." (pp. 394, 5.) 
N ow, then, let us go back to primitive times, anù let 
our opponents show us of which of the primitive churches 
we have such evidence of the doctrine held by it, as we 
have in the case of the Church of Englanù. No; we 
have not any such puhlic confes
ions even of particular 
churches to guide us, much less of the Catholic Church. 
There is nothing, indeed, that could claim to be considered 
the voice of the Catholic Church, until we come to the 
Council of Nice. How is it possible, therefore, that we 
can undertake to say what all the pastors of the various 
churches, or even of all the Apostolically-founded 
churches, believed? To take the few individuals wbo
e 
writings happen to remain to us, as the representatives of 
this whole body, is as absurd as it would be a thousand 
Yèars hence to take the writings of ::;ome half dozen indi- 
viduals of the last three centuries that may happen to 
have survived to that period, as the representatives of the 
whole church since the Reformation to this age; and 
who, if they happened to be Romanists, would represent 
the \vhole Catholic Church as agreeing with them, and 
their only opponents to be a few contemptible sectaries. 
Nay, those individuals themselves could not tell what 
was the faith of " tbe church," when "the church" had 
not publicly defined it. AmI hcnce the Homanists them- 
selves make this apology for the errors of some of the 
fathers on various points, that "the church" had not 
then determined it; allowing that individuals might easily 
cn, where there had been no public decision of the 
church; while, nevertheless, the desire and purpose of 
such individuals must have been to retain the faith of the 
church, which, therefore, they lUust have ::;upposed them- 
selves to do; and would, therefore, in their writings, have 
maintained that they dill. 
llence, still further, suppose we were even to grant 
that the ('onsent of thc puùlic confcssions of faith of all 
thc primitive churchcs for thc first fc\\ ccnturics, Illight 
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be taken as indicative of such a catholic consent as ought 
to be considered a sufficient proof of the oral teaching of 
the Apostles, where can we find those confessions? The 
utmost of the kind that we can find for the first three 
centuries, is in the remains left to us of three authors of 
the second and third centuries, who, in their controversies 
with some who were opposed to them, give us (as we 
shall see presently) a Creed shorter than what is com- 
monly called the Apostles' Creed, and consisting of 
articles which, in the present day, are not called in ques- 
tion; for which they claim the consent of the churches 
founded by the Apostles. 
N ow these Creeds are, nu doubt, entitled to great 
}'espect. But when we recollect that these churches bad 
110 fixeù and publicly agreed-upon formula or confessiun 
of faith to be judged by, and that even in the case of 
churches that have, the representation given of their doc- 
trine, varies with the private views of him who gives it, 
we cannot surely accept even these as infaJIible witne8ses. 
These 'writers, to use the words of Doctor Barrow, "al- 
lege the general consent of churches planteù by the 
A postles, and propagated by continual successions of 
bishops from those whom the Apostles did ordain, in 
doctrines and practices opposite to those devices, as a 
good argument; and so, indeed, it t!ten was, next to a de- 
monstration against them." 1 Then the truth of the state- 
ment could be tested; and doubtless their report of such 
agreement, is a strong argument in our day; but one, the 
strength of which is greatly diminished to what it was 
then; and that on several accounts. 'Ye cannot verify 
it. 'Ye have to trust to the report of two or three partial 
writers, who themselves lUllst have judged greatly from 
report. And when we find, as we shall hereafter, how 
freely the name of the church was afterwards used for 
doctrines that had no pretence to claim such an authority, 
we can hardly consider these testimonies conclusive. 'Ye 
have nut e\ cn the writiugs of those who were opposed to 


I W orJ..s, '01. vi. p. 198. 
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them, to consult in the matter; and who, we know.., laiù 
claim to apostolical tradition in their favour. Even in 
the few points mentioned in those Creeds, therefore, we 
believe that they were held generally in the primitive 
church, because we find them so clearly expressed in 
Scripture, not because we have any certain testimony of 
catholic consent in their favonr. And lastly, those 
Creeds, if admitted, are open to almost all the errors 
which agitate the church, having been originally directed 
against those outrageous absurdities of the Valentinians 
anù l\Iarcionites, which, in thp. present day, are equally 
despiseù by all parties. 
1\Ioreover, were we to suppose that what is called a 
General Council might be taken as an undoubted re- 
presentative of the whole church in its day, yet there 
was not a single Council of the kind for the first three 
centuries anù 111Ore. Nay, if we speak of a CounciJ 
truly general, faithfully repre:"enting the whole church, 
it may well be doubted whether there ever was yet such 
a Council. Bishop Stillingfleet, speaking on this subject, 
and sho\\ ing the far better title which the Antient Coun- 
cils had to be called General than the modern ones of 
Rome so called, adds,-" I do not say, There was ever 

uch a General Council as did fully represent the uni- 
versal church, which could not be done without provin- 
cial Councils summoned before in all parts ofChristendolll, 
anù the delegation from them of such persons as were to 
deliver their sense in the matter of faith to be debated 
in the General Council, and I have reason to question 
whether this were ever done." ] 
And suppose such a Council assembled, and having 
(which is all that would be practicaùle at allY time) a few 
lleputies from every church in existence, could" e he sure 
that those deputies spoke anything more than the sense 
of the majority of the pa:--tor8 of the church they repJ'c- 


I \'indication of th
 All:sw
r to !Some latc papcrs, }I. ,;3, alld ",cc Placcttc 
on the Im:umhlc Sccptici:Sffi of the Church of RUIlll", c. I:? 
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sellteJ! Take an instance. \Vhat do our opponents thiuk 
of the representation made hy the English deputie:::. at the 
Synod of Dort of the doctrine of the Church of England? 
Let them honestly say, whether they believe that the doc- 
trine of the Church of England was truly represented 
there. If they do, what becomes of their subscription; 
if they do not, they at once confess that such assembliec:; 
afford no proof of the doctrine of the churches there 
represented. Nay, it undeniahly follows from this case, 
that it is only the majority that is represented, because it 
is notorious that there were those, as for instance Bishop 
l\[ontague, in the Church of England, who took a very 
llifferent view of the doctrine of our church to \\ hat was 
there giveu. 
On this whole subject, therefore, Archbishop Tenison, 
when di
coursing of a guide in matters of faith, speaking 
of the pretensions that have been made t
y the Homanists 
to an infallible one, says, (and his words apply e(lually to 
the arguments of our opponents,)-" This guide could 
not be tlte clt71.T('" rl
ffl1sÜ.e of tlte.first ages. For the suf- 
frages of every Christian were never gathered. And if 
'lc(> 'leillltllve t!tpir sense, tltey must rise from tlte dead and 
gil.e it us. This guide cannot be the faith, as such, of all 
tlte governors of all the primitive clw.rches. The sense of it 
was never collected. There were antiently general Creeds, 
but such as especially related to the heresies then on foot; 
anù who can affirm upon grounds of certainty, that each 
bishop in the world consented to each Article, or to each 
so expresseù? This guide is Dot a Council pelfectly free 
and unÏ1)ersal. For a guide which cannot be had is none. 
If such a Council could assemble, it would not err in the 
necessaries of faith . . . . . . But there never 'leas yet U1l 
universal Cotl1lcil properly su called. . . . I n the Councils 
culled general, if 'lee .'pea/:- comparatively, there were not 
luany southern or western JJisllOps prefo,cnt at them. It 
\\ as thus at that first æCllluenical Council, the Coun(.il of 
Xice; though in one bacred place, as Eu
cbills hatl. 
llutcd, there were assembled Syriaus aud Cilicialls, Phæ- 
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nicians and Arabian.., Palæ..tinians, Egyptian..;, Thebæans, 
Libyan!-, )Iesopotamians, a Persian, a Scythian bishop, 
and many others from other countries. But there wac:; 
but one bi.,hop for Africa, one for 
pain, one for Gaul, 
Í\' 0 prie<.,ts a" deputies of the infirm and aged bishop of 
Rome; whilst, for instance sake, there were se\enteen 
bishops for the small province of Isauria . . . . . . Thi
 
guide io; not tile present clwrcll declaring to particular 
Chri.
tiails tile Seftse of the church of foaner ages. How can 
this declaration be made, seeing churches differ, aud eacll 
church call::, itself the true one, and pretendeth to the 
primitive pattern..' I 


"'J-:CTIO
 lII.-THE I"ADEQl-ACY OF THE RECORD
 THAT RE- 
'fAI"l TO CS OF THE PRI'IITH E CHURCH TO BE TARE' 
AS A!\\TlII
G LIKE A 
t:FFICIE
T ASD INDt:BlTABLE RE- 
PRE
ESTATJO"i OP THE PAITH OF THE WHOLE CHlRCH. 


\\"'E now come to the consideration of the liumbe.. 
and value of the writings themseh es from which ,\ e 
have to collect the " catholic con
ent" of the primitive 
church. And, I think, it "ill be evident to every impar- 
tial reader, that if \\ e include in our review the writing!' 
of the first three centuries, we are giving our opponent.; a., 
long a period as they can 
 ith any shadow of j u'-tice re- 
(f uirc. For the argument is, that we mu:-t go to the pri- 
mitive church to learn the doctl"ines of the faith, because, 
as corruptions came in by degrees, the nearer we get to the 
times of Christ and his Apostle
, the more likely we arc 
to obtain the truth unmixed with error. I know, indeed, 
that \\ e are so far removed from the Apostolic age, that 
lIlen \\ ho li,"ed 
Ollle three or fonr centuries after the 


1 D iscoul"ße concerning a guide in mattel"ß of faith, pp. 14--18, or Bishop 
Gibson's Presenative. Tit. iv. c. ]. p. 8, 6.5. and see the whole of Placctte's 
.. Incurahle SClPticinn of the Church of Rome." and respcding G
nernl 
Coundls, see Dean Sherlock'lS .. \ÏndiCdtion of some Protl:btant Priu- 
liV1e!I," 6.c. in Gihson's l'retKl\dtive, '01. iii. p. 4].'j. 
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Apostle::;, are viewed by many as almost their contempo- 
raries. The Apostles and the Fathers of the first three 
or four centuries are to us in this respect like the stars. 
They are all so far off from us that they appear almost 
equidistant. The difference of their distances is so small 
in the comparison, that it is almost lost sight of. But if 
we allow ourselves to judge thus hastily, we may easily 
Le deceived. It cannot be pretended that what is not 
found in the writers of the first three centuries can be 
proved to be the oral teaching of the Apostles by the 
testimony of subsequent writers, though subsequent 
writers may act as a check upon those of this period, 
and may also be included for a negati1,e tcstimony, that 
is as ncgativing a doctrine by their silence; for if a doc- 
trine is unknown to the Fathers of the first five centuries, 
there is still stronger reason to suppose it to be false, than 
if we could only say that it was unknown to the Fathers 
of the first three. The longer the period you can include 
for thc negative argument, the strong"er it becomes. And 
hence, we willingly give the ROl1Janists the first five or six 
centuries from which to prove the doctrines in ùispute 
bctween them and us. But for a positive testimony ill 
proof of any doctrine the case is precisely the contrary. 
Here we want respectable proof of catholic consent at a 
period very near the apostolical times. 
Let us observe, then, on this head, 
First, and more especially, the paucity of the remains 
of the primitive church for the first three centuries. 
That there were many writers at all in the church com- 
pared with its extent, during the ages of persecution, is not 
probable. But when we come to view the records that 
actually remain to us, we shall find that we can harùly 
reckon upon having one witness for a million. For who 
are our witnesses for this period? 'Ye have first, ninc 
brief epistles to various churches by Clement, Polycarp, 
and Ignatius. 'Ve have the works of Justin l\Iartyr, 
lrenæus, Clcment of Alexandria, TertnJIiall, Cyprian, 
Origcn and Lactalltius; a few small Treatisc
 by Athe- 
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nagoras, Theophilus of Antioch, Hippolytus, Gregory of 
N eocæsarea, 1\Iinucius Felix and Arnobius. These with 
a few fragments of some other authors preserved by 
subsequent writers, form the sum total of our witnesses 
for more than the first three hundred years. And almost 
all these works are written in reply, either to the heathen 
opponents of Christianity, or to heresies which in the pre- 
sent day would be equally despised by all parties, and 
consequently have a very indirect reference to any of the 
disputes by which the church is now agitated. These, then, 
are to be taken, according to our opponents, as the certain 
representatives of the whole church, as equivalent to 
everybudy always everywhere during this period, and hence, 
as presenting us, where they agree, with a certain record 
of the oral teaching of the Apostles. 
Now, whether tbese writers do give a consentient testi- 
mony in behalf of any doctrine is a point which we shaH 
discuss hereafter. But at present I would only submit to 
the reader whether such a claim in behalf of the few in- 
dividuals above named, namely, that their concurrent 
statements should be taken as a certain record of the con- 
sent of the whole church, and so of the oral teaching of 
the Apostles, is admissible. 
Consiùer the small number of those whom we are thus 
1llæking the uncoIllU1is
ioned plenary representati\Tes of 
the universal church for three hundred years. And that 
too when we know that they form but a very small pro- 
portion even of the writers of those ages. For the author 
of the" Synopsis of Scripture," attributed to Athauasius, 
having given a list of the canonical books of the New 
Testament, says,-" Such are the books of the New Tes- 
tament, those at least that are canonical, and as it were 
the first fruits or anchors and props of our faith, as being. 
written and composed by the Apostles of Christ them- 
selves, and those that associated with him, and were 
taught by him; but afterwards, in accordance with their 
teaching, and in harmony with them, myriads of other 
bO(lh.
 u:ithout 1l1wz!Jrr were composed hy the Fathers 
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who in their tinIf' were great and excelling in wisdom 
and taught by God." 1 And again, further OIl, he speaks 
of these writers as "very many and infinite in num- 
b "2 
ere 
Is it 11ot, then, absurd to make the testimony of the few 
individuals above mentioned equivalent to the "catholic 
consent" of the whole primitive church for the first three 
centuries? 
For the whole of this period, be it observed, we have 
no recorded public confessions either of churches or 
councils to guide us. The utmost of this kind to be 
found among the records of this period are the brief con- 
fessions (already alluded to, and which will be considered 
more particularly hereafter) recorded by Irenæus, Tertul- 
lian and Origen, and for which they claim the consent of 
the churches founded by the Apostles. 
It must be added also, that were we to include a longer 
period in our review, so as to take in some of the Coun- 
cils best entitled to the name of Genera), our opponents 
would gain nothing by it. For such Councils have proved 
themselves to be far from infallible witnesses of the faith 
of the true church by contradicting each other. If we 
come to consider what Councils we have that can make 
any pretences to being considered general, we shall find 
that the two which can make the best claim, namely, 
those of Nice and Ariminum with 
eleucia, are entirely 
opposed to each other in a vital point, and that the latter, 
which Bishop Stillingfleet calls, "the most General Coun- 
cil we read of in Church history," 3 decided against the 
orthodox faith. 


1 Touavru Kat Ta ";1]S ICatJl1]S li.a6"1K1]S 13./Þ..ta, Ta ")'f Ka/lOJlttop.fJla, KUI T1]Ç 
7TtUTfCcJS l}p.UJJI 010Jlft aICpo(JLJlLa 1] þ.")'Kvpat Kat fCpftup.aTa. &s ?rap' alYTWJI TWI' 
a7rouTO}...WJI TOV XptUTOV, TWJI Kal UV")'")'fJlOP.fJlWJI fCKfWW Kat {nr' alYTo;,- p.a61]Tfv(J
-,,- 
TWJI ")'pa!þfJITa Kat fCKTf(JfCJlTa. E1I'ftTOt")'f {;l1TfPOJl KaTU T1]JI fKfLJlWJI alCo}...ov(JWJI 
Kat Uvp.!þWJltUJI, a}...}...a p.vpLa Kat uvapl(Jp.1]Ta I3tl3}...ta f
nrOJl"l(J1]uaJl {;1I'O TWJI Ka'TU 
KU'POVS p.f")'a}...WJI KCU UO!þCcJTUTW:J (JfO!þOpWJI 7TC1.TfPWJI. S.ynopsis Script. Sacr. 
 -I 
Inter Athan. Ope \01. ii. p. I:JL ('d. Bened. 

 nap.1I'o}...}...wJI KaL UOPIUTWJI. lb. 
3 Yind. of Answ. to some late paper8. Pl'. 53, 4. 
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80 that Augustine, when disputing with an Arian, vir- 
tually admits that, as far as the testimony of Councils is 
concerned, his opponent's argument from the Council of 
Ariminum would be as good as his own from the Council 
of Nice; and, therefi)re, that they must both betake them- 
selves to the Scriptures. l 
It is not a little strange, then, how our opponents can 
use the language they do as to the authority of the wit- 
ness given by General Councils respecting the faith, and 
even charge their doctrine upon our own church, because 
of its admission of the determinations of the first four 
General Councils as agreeable to the orthodox faith, 
when it is even made a ground of objection to us by welI- 
informed Romanists, that we admit those Councils, not 
on the ground of any intrinsic authority in the nature of 
their witness, but because we judge their witness to be 
correct, when it might have been otherwise. 2 'Ve may 
say to the Tractators, as it was long ago said by a learned 
writer among us to the Romanists,-" If General Coun- 
cils cannot err, how come these gentlemen to be per- 
suaded that the Council of Ariminllm, consisting of about 
six hundred bishops, which also was backed by a Synod 
of Eastern bishops at Seleucia, did not discharge thf' 
church of all obligation to quit [1 holù] the belief anù 
profession of the Son's being consubstantial with the 
Father? The second Council of Ephe
us had a general 
summons, anù in I.espect of the number of bishops, it 
was as general as Councils sometimes were which are 
esteemed so, and yet we all say they erred with Diosco- 
ruse And many more instances there are of this na. 
ture." 3 


I Adv. Maximin. lib. 2. c. 14. tom 8. col. 704. 
2 R. H. 's Rational Account of doctrine of Roman Catholics concerning 
Guide in Controv. Disc. 3. c. 4. 
 40. p. 174. 
d. eù. 1673. 
3 Hutcllinson and Clagett's Auth. of Councils, &c. pp. 7, 8; or in Bishop 
Gibson's Preservative, tit. 4. vol. 1. p. U:t The samc doctrine is maintained 
by Dean Field. See his Treatise" Of the Churcll," p. 851. 3d. cd. And by 
Bishop J ere Taylor, in his Liherty of ProplH'sying, 
 6. 
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Secondly, the view we have of antiquity, in the remains 
of it that are left to us, is a partial view. 
'Yhen estimating the title of the writings that. remain 
to the character in which they are put forward by our 
opponents, we must pursue the inquiry, not as men who 
have already decided in favour of particular doctrines, 
not with a bias towards particular Fathers, but with a 
simple regard to the intrinsic value of their testimony, 
apart from any consideration of the doctrine which it 
supports; for otherwise our decision wiU be founded 
merely upon our own prejudices, and thus, though it 
may be very satisfactory to ourselves, will bring no con- 
viction to others, and forms no sufficient foundation for 
our own faith. The writings of the Tractators appear to 
me to be very open to censure in this respect. There 
is throughout them a tacit assumption that such men as 
Ignatius and Irenæus, &c. were so excellent and ortho- 
dox, that we may well abide by their decisions in im- 
portant points, as representing to us the faith of the true 
church. And this is the secret which explains aU their 
statements. But this is, in fact, an assumption of the 
very thing which we profess to be seeking, namely, the 
orthodox faith. How, I beg to ask, did we obtain this 
bias in favour of these men, but from finding that they 
agreed upon the whole in our view of the orthodox faith, 
as delivered by the Scriptures? 
'Ve must observe, therefore, that in the works which 
remain to us, we see antiquity through the medium of 
those records and writings only which the ruling party in 
the church has allO\\'ed to be preserved. 
'Yhatever, then, may be onr private view as to the 
effect proùuced, whether it has been more or less fa.vour- 
able to what we hold to be the orthodox faith, it is unde- 
niahle that this fact greatly affects the value of those 
writings, as giving an impartial and certain representation 
of the faith of the whole church. It is certain that thol1- 
sands of books published ill the primitive church have' 
pcri:Òed; and alllong these the works of all those who 
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were condemned by any conciliar decisions. N ow this 
is, indeed, what might be expected. The influence of the 
ruling party would naturally prevail,-especially at a 
time when books were not multiplied with the facility 
with which they now are,-for the gradual extiuction of 
the writings of those who had been publicly condemned. 
'Vhen Christianity came to be protected and supported 
by the state, we find the ruling party in the church, 
whichever it might be, enforcing strict prohibitions, and 
a rigid suppression, of the books on the other side, even 
though they might have been written long before by 
those who had died in the communion of the catholic 
church. Thus we find the fifth General Council (as it is 
called) anathematizing the books of three bishops, Ibas, 
Theodoret, and Theodorus of 1\Iopsuesta, all of whom 
had died long before in the communion of the catholic 
church; and on tIle case of one of whom, namely Ibas, 
tbe fourth General Council had expressly passed a dif- 
ferent decision. And in this Council (as" the seventh 
General Council anù all the Greek historians testify"1) 
the condemnation of Origen, who had been dead about 
three centuries, was pronounced; and this condemnation 
is probably the reason why we have so few of his works 
remaining in the original Greek. 
And as the church became more corrupt, the effect of 
these anathemas anù prohibitions, (whatever it may have 
been previously,) became proportionably injurious to the 
cause of truth, as we see remarkably exemplified in the 
canon of the second Nicene Council that decided in 
favour of image wor:ship, w}lÌch decreed, as Du Pin him- 
self represents it, "that all the works against images 
shall be put in the palace of the Patriarch of Constanti- 
nople, among the heretical books, and threatens to de- 
pose or excommunicate those that shall conceal them,2 


I Du Pin, who, however, contends that it was " in the Council held in 
.540 under l\Iennas, which made a part of the fifth Council." See Du Pin, 
under fifth General Council. 
2 Can. 9. See l>u Pin under tJlis Council. 
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which was in accordance with the letter of Pope Adrian 
to the Council, in which (as Du Pin says) he " establish- 
eth the worship of images, and affirms t!tat the church of 
Rome received it by tradition from St. Pet(,T; and proves, 
by afalse relation, that in St. Sylvester's time, St. Peter's 
and St. Paul's ))ictures were in the church;" 1 and 
accordingly his Legates required that all the books 
against images should either be anathematized or hurnt. 
Daille, who mentions this case, justly remarks,2 that it is 
probably the effect of this anathema that we have not the 
original Greek of the Epistle of Epiphanius to John of 
Jerusalem anywhere remaining, but only the Latin trans- 
lation of it by Jerome, which has been preserved to us 
among St. Jerome's own letters. And hence the want of 
the original has been taken advantage of by Dureus, 
Sanders, and Baronius, to deny that it is a work of 
Epiphanius. 3 Such is the progress of corruption in tl1ese 
matters. 
So, also, Pamelius confesses that the Greek Treatise of 
Tertullian on baptism was probably suppressed on account 
of his having there defended the opinion that the bap- 
tism of heretics was null and void. 4 
U pOll this principle the Church of Rome has acted 
ever since, particularly from the period of the Reforma- 
tion; at the very dawn of which this principle of suppres- 
sing whatever might be contrary to her views, appears 
to have been, as far as was in her power, rigidly enforced; 
for, at the tenth session of the fifth Council of Lateran 
under Leo X., in 1515, it was ordained, in the Third Con- 
stitution, that all books printed at Rome should be ex- 
amined by the Pope's Vicar, and 1\Iaster of the Holy 
Palace, and in other places by the Bishop and Inqui- 
sitor, under a penalty against the printer of forfeiting 
the books issued without such examination, which were 


1 Du Pin, ib. 
2 On the use of the Fathers, Part i. c. 4. 
3 See Cocr CensUTa in Præf. 
4 See PameI. Annot. in Tertull. p. a.so. ell. CoI. Agripp. Hi] Î. 
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to be burnt, and paying a heavy fine; a decree which 
applied to the works of the antients, as well as the mo- 
derns; as appears from the fact, that when all the bishops 
present but one had assented to it, the remaining one 
remarked that he assented to it as respected new works, 
but not as to old. And as we are indebted almost wholly 
to the Romanists for all the earlier editions of the Fathers, 
the mischief that may have been done to their remains 
in this way is incalculable; not merely by the suppres- 
sion of whole treatises, but more especially by their cor- 
ruptions of the works whil'h they have given, which we 
shall notice presently. 
In the Council of 'rrent this decree of the Lateran 
Council was specially recognized and enforced. And 
from these decrees sprung the Prohibitory and Expur- 
gatory Indexes with which the world has since been 
favoured; which have not spared even the works of the 
antients. Dr. James tells us that in the first two editions 
of the" Bibliotheca Patrum," 1 " there are many treatises 
which make rather against, than for them; as well knew 
the Roman Index, ,vhich hath commanded them to be left 
clean out; and arcording heretn, tlu'y are omitted in the last 
edition of Paris;" <}, namely, the third of 1609, 10. 3 It 
was originally designed that the Admonitions of Aga- 
r etus should have been among the number; but this 
work seems to have been afterwards spared, on the con- 
dition of a marginal note being affixed to an obnoxious 
passage, which was this; "The king hath no superior in 
the earth." 4 "'V rite in the margin," says the Roman 
Index, "U llderstalld among secular and temporal dig- 
uities; for the ecclesiastical dignity is superior to the 


1 By 1\1. de Ia nigne, Paris, 1575-9, 9 vols. and Paris, 1589, 9 vol. 
2 James's Corruption, &c. Part 2. n. 19. p. 214. These two first editions, 
therefore, were prohibited. See James. Index Gen. Lihr. Prohib.Oxon. 
1 G
ì, 1 :2mo, undcr " Bibliotheea." 
3 The" auctarium" and" inùex" to this third edition, were also ordered to 
be expurgated in various parts. See James. Index J.ibr. Prohih. under 
" Bihliútheca." 
4 Xon enim hahet [i. e. Rex) in terns se quicquam eJl.cplsius. 
02 
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kingly." 1 A gloss, which is not only contrary to the 
words, but directly contradicted by several other passages 
of the work; but \V hich will be found duly inserted in the 
Bibliotheca. 2 
'Ve may here observe, also, that in the Roman Index 
of 1559, we find, among the prohibited books, Bertram 
on the body and blood of Christ, the Imperfect work 011 
l\iatthew, attributed to Chrysostom, (of which their own 
Sixtus Senensis says that it had been" approved for ages 
by the common consent of the church," and which ha(l 
been quoted by Gratian, Aquinas, the Rhemists, and other 
Romanists, as a genuine work of Chrysostom,3) and "a 
Treatise on the trne and pure church ;" "most falsely," 
says the Inquisitor, "ascribed to Athanasius." 4 As it 
respects the last of these, the prohibition appears to have 
been but too successful, as I can find no notice of it any- 
where else; but, in the case of the two former, it has for- 
tunately proved but brutum fulmen. And doubtless these 
Prohibitory Ind
xes have been less injurious,. than the 
tacit suppression of the works before publication; for, 
when once abroad, the universal destruction of the copies 
was no easy task. Of this, the Romanists have been well 
aware; and consequently have done their best to strangle 
obnoxious works in the birth. A curious case of this 
kind was brought to light by Archbishop 'Vake, which 
is throughout so illustrative of the Romish system in this 
matter, that I will here present it to the reader. 
In 1548, Peter l\Iartyr, in his dispute with Gardiner, 
Bishop of 'Vinchester, concerning the Eucharist, pro- 
d uced a passage from an " Epistle of Chrysostom to Cæ- 
sarius," evidently overturning the Popish doctrine of 
transubstantiation, professing that he had copied the 
epistle from a Florentine l\IS., and placed it in the 


I Scribe aù marginem, Intellige inter sæculares et tempomles dignitates, 
nam ecclesiastica dignitas sublimior est regia. Ind. Rom. p. 200. 
2 See .Tames. lb. pp. 213 &s. 
3 James"s Corruption, &c. Pt. 2. n. 
. p. ]65. 
4 Tractatus de \"era et pUla ecclcs:a, D. Athanasio fal
is3ime adscriptus. 
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library of .Archbishop Cranmer. Bishop Gardiner, not 
being able to deny this, endeavoured to get over the diffi- 
culty as well as he could; and ascribed the epistle to 
another John of Constantinople, who lived about the 
beginning of the sixth century. This answer was adopted 
by others: though, as the Archbishop observes, " still the 
argument recurred upon them; forasmuch as this other 
John was in the beginning of the sixth age; and tran- 
substantiation, by consequence> was not the doctrine of 
the church then;" and accordingly, the copy in Cran- 
mer's Library being, of course, lost in the dispersion of 
his books, Cardinal Perron, in his Treatise of the Eu- 
clIarist, "flatly accuses Peter ::\Iart)'r of forgery; and 
uses abundance of arguments to persuade the world that 
there never was any such epistle as had been pretended." 
.And so says Bellarmille. 1 Thus the matter stood till 
IG80, when Bigotius, having brought a copy of the 
epistle from Florence, printed it with his edition of Pal- 
ladius, and strengthened it, says Dr. \Vake, "with such 
attestations, as show it to be beyond all doubt authentic." 
]Jut, before the publication of the book, this part of it 
was interdicted and suppressed by tlte doctors of tlte Sor- 
bonne, aud " the printed leaves cut out of tlle book ;" and 
" of thig, the edition of Palladius of that year remains a 
standing mOllument, both in the preface and in the 
lJOok." 2 However," the vfJry leaves cut out by those 
doctors of 1\11'. Bigot's pref.:'tce and the epistle rased out 
of the hook," fell into the hands of Dr. 'Vake, by whom 
they were published in the appendix to his "Defence of 
the Exposition of the Doctrine of the Church of England 
against 1\1. de l\Ieanx," (pp. 127, &s.) The offensive pas- 
sage is this. I use Dr. 'Vake's translation. "Before the 
bread is consecrated, we call it bread; but when the grace 


I Nihil ejusmodi umquam 8cripsÍ8se Chrysostomum, neque enim in toto 
ChrJsostomi opere ullus cst libel' vel EpiMtola ad CæMarium. De saer. euehar. 
lib. 2. c. 22. 
2 Fur the truth of which 1 can al::!,) testif;y, having a cop;y of the book. 
\\ hich is not, indeed, of uncommon IICl'UrrCncl'. 
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of God, by the priest, has consecrated it, it is no longer 
calleel bread, but is esteemed worthy to be called the 
Lord's body, although tlte nature of bread still remains w 
it." 1 
It only remained for the Romanists that came after, to 
maintain that the whole epistle is spurious; which is ac- 
cordingly done, without any hesitation, by the Beneùic- 
tines, in their elaborate edition of Chrysostom. It is with 
them "altogether spurious," (omllino spuria,) written 
by nobody knows who; though they admit tbat it is 
quoted as Chrysostom's, by John Damascen, Anastasius 
the Presb)'ter, Nicephorus, and others. 2 
Inùeed, as Archbishop 'Yake says, " So many antient 
authors have cited it as St. Chrysostom's Epistle to 
Cæsarius, such fragments of it remain in the most antient 
writers as authentic; that he who after all these shall call 
this piece in question, may with the same reasonableness 
doubt of all the rest of his 'works; which, perhaps upon 
less grounds, are on all sides allowed as true and un- 
doubted." 3 80 much for the impartiality of the Bene- 
dictines, upon whom far too much reliance has been 
placed. 
It is impossible, then, to consider the remains we have 
of the antient ecclesiastical authors, as beyond doubt ex- 
hibiting to us all the variations of doctrine that were to 
be found in the primitive church; and therefore we could 
not regard even the consent of those writings, as repre- 
senting the Catholic consent of the whole church. It is 
no aid to the cause of orthoùoxy, to put forth such a 
claim. It looks like a confession of weakncss; a ùesirc 


I Antequam sanctificetur panis, panem nominamus, ùivina autem illum 
sanctificante gratia, mediante sacel'llote,l1beratus est quidem appellationepanis, 
dignus autem habitus est Dominici corpOlis appellatione, etiamsi natura pani:s 
in ipso permansit. 'Vake's app. pp. 156,7. 
2 See Chr.r:oo
t. Ope ed. Bened. Tom. 3. Præf. 
 3. ct lHonit. in Ep. ad 
Cæsar. pp. 7:37, 8. 
3 P. 145. This mode of getting rid of treatises in which passages occur 
opposed to their views, has long been in common use among the Homalliðt
. 
Rce the Preface to Coci Censura. 
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to entrap men into a belief of doctrines, for whose divine 
origin there is (as they will suppose) no sufficient foun- 
dation. 
Thirdly, the view we have of antiquity, in the remains 
of it that are left to us, labours under much uncertainty, 
frOlll the way in which the works of the Fathers have 
been mutilated and corrupted, and works forged in their 
name. 
N one have suffered so much in this respect as the 
Fathers. He who sits down to read the Fathers, in 
order to be guided by them to the true faith, will find 
himself encumbered at the outset with difficulties of the 
most formidable kind. For if he is to take them as the 
ground upon which his faith is to rest, it is very necessary 
that the works upon which he depends, should be really 
theirs; and that they should be in the state in which their 
authors left them. But as to a vast number of these 
works, he will find not only that their authors are dis- 
puted, but that they are set down by many as the for- 
geries of mischievous or heretical persons; and that many 
others have been grievously corrupted, (and how far the 
corruption extends, it is impossible to tell,) by the heretics 
in antient, and by Romanists in modern times. 
Thus above one hundred and eigl,ty treatises, professing 
to be written by authors of the first six centuries, are re- 
pudiated by the more learned of the Romanists them- 
selves as, most of them, rank forgeries; and the others 
not written by those whose names they bear; though, be 
it observed, they have been almost all quoted oyer and 
over again by celebrated controversial "riters of the 
fiomish communion, in support of their errors against 
Protestants. 1 
AmI anyone who will consult the works that have 
been written by Cave, Du J>in, and others, on the eccle- 
siastical authors of antiquity, and particularly that of 
Hobert Cooke on the spurious and doubtful works attri- 


I See.J ames's Corruption of Fathcrs, &c. Part 1. 
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buted to the Fathers,l will find three or four times as 
many more, noted as either shameless forgeries, or at 
least of very doubtful authority, and very uncertain 
authorship. 
So that before we commence our task, we must strike 
out of our list of patristical relics a whole mass of writings, 
which the criticism of an age removed a thousand years 
and more from the period when these writings profess to 
have been published, may command us to reject. This, 
it must be admitted, is not a very satisfactory commence- 
ment; because we are naturally disposed to ask whether 
we can be quite sure as to the genuineness of those that 
remain; and shall, in fact, find ourselves not a little 
puzzled to know the grounds upon which some have ùeen 
eliminated, and others allowed to stand, not to say that 
our critics are sometimes grievously divided among 
themselves; some contending stoutly for the genuineness 
of a piece, others as stiffly maintaining the contrary. 
But what is worse, we have also to, guard against the 
corruptions introduced into the genuine works of the 
I"athers. This is an evil which it is still more difficult to 
remedy, espcciaJIy as it is one which has been growing 
since the very earliest times. 'Ve have to deal with the 
corruptions both of antient and modern times. Of these 
interpolations we find many complaints in the Fathers 
tllemselves. Thus Augustine, speaking of a charge of cor- 
ruption brought against the works of Cyprian, says,- 
"For the integrity and a know ledge of the writings of 
anyone bishop, however iJIustrious, could not be so pre- 
served, as the canonical Scripture is preserved by the 
variety of the languages in which it is found, aud by the 
order and succession of its rehearsal in the church; against 
which nevertheless there have not been wanting those 
'" ho have forged lllany things under the names of the 
A postles. To no pnrp05e indeed, becau
e it was so ill 
esteem, so constantly read, so well-kno\'rn. But what 
sucl} boldness could do in the case of writings uot sup- 
1 HOll. COCI Censura quorundam scriptorum, &c. Lond. 1614. 4to. 
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ported by canonical authority, is proved by the impiety 
with which it has not even refrained from exerting itself 
against those that are supported by a knowledge so uni- 
versa!." 1 This testimony is the more observable, because 
it shows that in Augustine's view, the Holy Scriptures 
stand upon very different ground in this respect to the 
writings of the Fathers, and that we may justly fear cor- 
ruptions in the latter to which the former are from the 
circumstances of the case in an infinitely smaller degree 
liable. 
"So great," says Isidorus Hispalensis, "is the cun- 
ning of the heretics, that they mix falsehood with truth, 
anù evil things with good, and generally insert the poison 
of their error in" things that are salutary, that they may 
more easily insinuate their wicked error under the ap- 
pearance of the truth. The heretics generally indite 
their doctrines under the name of the catholic doctors, that 
Leing read without question, they may he believed. Some- 
times also they deceitfully insert their blasphemies in the 
Looks of our doctors, and corrupt the true doctrine by 
adulteration, namely, either by adding what is impious or 
taking away what is agreeable to the faith. 'Ve must 
cautiously meditate upon, aud test with careful discrimina- 
tion, what we read, that according to the apostolic ad- 
monition we may both hold fast that ,which is good and 
oppose that which is contrary to the truth; and so take 
instruction from the good as to remain uninjured by the 
evil."!.! 


1 N equc enim sic potuit integritas atque notitia litterarum unius quamlibet 
illustris episcopi custodiri, quemadmodum Scriptura. canonica tot linguarum 
litteris et online et successione celebrationis ecclesiasticæ custoditur, contra 
quam !amen non defuerunt qui sub nominibus apostolorum multa confinge- 
n
nt. Frustra quidem, quia illa sic commendata, sic celcbrata, sic nota est. 
\erum quid possit ad.vcrsum litteras non canonica auctoritate fundatas etiam 
hinc demonstravit impiæ conatus auòaciæ, quod et adversum eas quæ tanta 
notitiæ mole firmatæ sunt sese erigere non prætermisit. August. Ep. aù 
Vincent. Rogat. ep. 93. vol. ii. col. 246, 7, ed. Bened. 
2 Tanta est hærcticorum caIliditas ut falsa veris malaque bonis permisceant, 
salutaribusquc rebus plemmquc crrOlis sui virus interserant, quo faciliu8 
p<J:;
illt pra\'itatcm pcrvcrsi doomatis sub specie persuadere vcritatis. I'lc1'lIm- 
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So also it is said by Anastasius Sinaita,-" The catholics 
of Alexandria told me, that after the times of the blessed 
Eulogius the Pope [i. e. Patriarch of Alexandria] there 
was a certain Augustalius [or, Augustan prefect] there, 
a foJJower of Severus, who for a long time had fourteen 
amanuenses of like mind with himself, to sit down at his 
command and falsify the books containing the doctrines 
of the Fathers, and especiaJJy those of the holy Cyril." 1 
Of the partisans of Dioscorus it is said in the letter of 
the monks of Palestine, preserved by Evagrius, that they 
had frequently corrupted the works of the Fathers, and 
had attached the names of Athanasius, Gregory Thauma- 
turgus and Julius to many of the works of Apollinarius. 2 
It would be easy to add other passages of a similar 
nature. But we will proceed to point out some particu- 
lar instances. 
Of the constitutions of Clement of Rome, it is com- 
plained by the sixth Council, that certain corruptions of 
the true faith had been introduced into them by heretical 
persons, which had obscured the beautiful character of 
the divine decrees. 3 The same is said of the" Recogni- 
que sub nomine catholicorum doctorum hæretici sua dicta conscribunt, ut in- 
dubitanter leeta credantur. Nonnunquam etiam blaspJlCmias suas latenti 
dolo in libris nostrorum inserunt, doetril1amque veram adulterando corrum- 
punt; scilicet vel adjiciendo quæ impia 8unt vel auferendo quæ pia sunt. 
Caute meditanda cautoque sensu probanda sunt quæ leguntur, ut juxta 
.\postolica monita et teneamus quæ recta Bunt et refutemus quæ contraria 
veritati existul1t, sic que in bonis instruamur, ut a malis illæsi permaneamus. 
Lib. 3. Sentent. c. 12. Rom. 1802. tom. 6. 
1 dl7J1'OVJI'TO 'TOIJlVII 7]p.u /it 'T7Js /CaeOÀtK'f}S E/C/CÀ 7Julas EJI AÀE
all5pEta, ðn p.E'Ta 
'TOVS XPOIIOVS 'TOV p.a/(aptov EVÀO'}'tOV 'TOV TIa7l'a, 1'E1'OIlEII 'TtS Alryovu'TaÀlOs EII'TaVea 

EvEplaIlOS, /Ca, E7I'1 Í,/CaJlovs XPOIIOVS EUXE 15 /CaÀÀ/1'pacþovs uvp.cþpollas av'TOV, /Ca'T' 
E7I't'Tp07l'1j1l aV'TOV /CaeEtOP.EJlO'IS, /Cal cþaÀuEVO/I'TaS 'Tas ß,ßÀOVS 'Twlllio1'p.a'TWII 'TWJI '/raM 
7EPWII, /Cat p.aÀ/U'Ta 'Tas 'TOV á.1'IOV KvplÀÀov. Anastas. Sinait. Viæ dux. c. 10. 
p. 198. ed. lG06. 
2 Kat ')lap /Cal À01'ovs 71'CJ.7EpWII 71'oÀÀaICIS JlEIIOeEv/Caul, 71'oÀÀOVS liE A7I'0À/llaplOV 
ÀO'}'OVS AeallMIW /Cal rp1}1'oplW 'TW 0avp.a'TovfY'Yw /Cal IovÀlw 5,a TWJI E7I'/1'patþWJI 
ava'TEeE//CaullI. Evagr. Scholast. Rist. Ecc!' lib. iii. c. 31. See also Leont. 
Hyzant. Adv. Apollinarist. in Canis. Antiq. Lect. tom. iv. pt. 1. p. 105. or in 
ßiblioth. P
ttr. Tom. "ii. p. íO]. ed. Galland. 
3 Quibus jam olim ab iis qui a fide aliena sentiunt adultcrina quædam ct a 
pictate aliena introducta blmt. quæ di\inorum nobis decretorum cIcgantcnl 
ac decomm 
l'eeiem ohscurarunt. Can. 2. 
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tions" attributed to him, by Ruffinus,l Photius,2 and Epi- 
phanius. 3 
That the epistles of Ignatius were corrupted by here- 
tics, "e have proof in the variations of the copies still ex- 
tant of them; under whose name also are to be found 
several epistles now generally given up as spurious. 
In tbe same case, probably, are the "Shepherd" of 
Hermas, and the Epistle of Barnabas, and hence by some 
they are wholly rejected as spurious, ,,,hile by others, as 
Archbishop 'Vake, &c., they are defended as the true pro- 
ductions of those apostolicalmen; and certainly a book 
under the former title, and containing passages to be 
found in that we now have, is quoted ,,,ith the greatest 
respect by Irenæus, Clement of Alexandria, Origen, and 
others. As it now stands, however, it is disfigured by 
passages hardly reconcileable with tbe orthodox faith. 
Nay, of one of the most valuable remains of antiquity 
we possess, the work of Irenæus against heresies, we are 
warned by our present learned Bishop of Lincoln, "we 
should always bear in mind, that far the greater portion of 
the work of Irenæus is extant only in a barbarous Latin 
translation, which lies under heavy suspicions of interpo- 
lation." 4 
The lJoldness of these corrupters of the writings of the 
Fathers may be cOBcei\?ed from the fact that they did not 

pare an author's works, even in his own life time, wit- 
BCSS the com plaint of Dionysius of Corinth; "I wrote 
some epistles," he says, "at the request of the brethren, 
LJUt the ministers of the devil filled them with tares; 
taking away some things and adding others; for whom 
woe is reserved." 5 
That the "Hypotyposes" of Clcment of Alexandria 


1 Ap. lIieron. in Contr. Ruff. lib. ii. 
 1 ï. tom. ii. co!. .50i. 
2 I3ibl. ed. Hoeschel. p. 15b et seq. 
3 Allv. hær. in hær. 30. vol. i. p. 139. 
4 On writings of Tertullian, p. 90. note. 
.; E1rLUTOÀCtS "yCtp Ctlì
Àcþwv Ct
ICtUCWT"'V p.
 "ypCtIþCtI 
"ypCtIþCt, KCtI TCtIl'TCts In TOV lìlCt
 
{3oÀov Ct7rOUTOÀOI tltI.WIWV "Y
"Y
P.IKCtV. á. P.
V 

ctlpovvns, á. lì
 7rpO(J"'Tle
/lTu. ÓIS 
TO OVCtI KH7CtI. El':;IW. Hi
t. En'l. Í\. 2a. 
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were thus corrupted can hardly be doubted by anyone 
who reads tbe account given of them by Photius, who 
himself supposes it to have been the case. l 
On this ground, as is well-known, Ruffinus endeavours 
to defend the writings of Origen, viz. that they had been 
grievously corrupted by heretics, an apology however 
which Jerome would not receive, and therefore we will 
only refer the reader to the contest between Jerome and 
Ruffinus on this point, where he will also meet with many 
ohservations illustrative of this suhject.!.! And it is some- 
what remarkable that so little was Jerome acquainted 
with the fact, now contended for, of catholic consent 
among all the writers of the early church on all important 
points, that (rejecting the supposition so convenient for 
such an hypothesis that, wberever they had spoken in- 
correctly, their writings had been falsified by the here- 
tics) he does not scruple to say,-" It may happen that 
either they absolutely erred, or wrote with another mean- 
ing, or their writings were by degrees corrupted by un- 
skilful copyists. Or, at any rate, before the rise of that 
meridian dæmon Arim; in Alexandria, they spoke some 
things innocently and incautiously." 3 
One thing, however, seems quite certain, and that is, 
that the Latin tran8lations of the Greek Fathers, by 
Huffinus, are not to be trusted. He is clearly convicted 
by Jerome, of having both published the first book of 
Eusebim;'s six books of the defence of Origell, uuder the 
name of Pamphilus the l\lartyr, in order to obtain greater 
respe
t for it, and of having alte).ed the sense of various 
passages, so as to make them speak the language of the 
Nicene Creed. 4 I say clearly COil' icted, for l1uffiIlU:;, in 


J rhot Biblioth. cod. 109. ed. Hoesehe!. p. 154. 
2 See I1ieron. libr. contra Ruffin. and Ruffin. Apo!. apuù Hicron. Ov era . 
3 Fieri cnim potest, ut vel siru}Jliciter erraverint, vel alio bClISU IScripserint, 
vel a librariis imperitis corum paulatim scripta corrupta 8Ínt. Vel certe ante- 
quam in Alexandria 'luasi dæmonium meridianum Arius nasceretur, inno- 
center quædam et minus cHute loquuti sunt. IIieron. Contr. Ruff. lib. ii. 
 
17, tom. ii. coi. jOn, 9. 
4 See Hicron. Contr. Ruflin. lib. i. 
 3-10, <llllilib. iii. 
 12. 
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his reply, does not attempt to deny it. He is charged 
with doing the same in his translations of the works of 
Origen, in order to make them consonant with the ortho- 
dox f.'lith, and as far the greater part of what we possess 
of Origen
s works remains to us only in his translations, 
\ve have but little of Origen that we can at all depend 
upon. The translations of Ruffinus are giv
n up by all 
parties as wholly unworthy of credit.! Such adulterations 
of the works of the Fathers, therefore, were not all on 
the sitle of the heretics. 
Another instance is recorded by Cyril of Alexandria, 
in the case of the epistle of 
\jhanasius to Epictetus, 
BisllOp of Corinth. 'V riting to John of Antioch, Cyril 
remarks,-" Having learnt that some have published in 
an adulterated form the epistle of our illustrious Father 
Athanasius to the blessed Epictetus, so that many may 
be injured tllereby, we have thought it useful and neces- 
sary to the brethren to send your holiness a transcript 
from some antient and incorrupt copies that are preserved 
by us." 2 ..l.nd again, to 
\cacius he writes,-" Paul, 
Bishop of Emisa, asked me very earnestly whether I 
assent to what was written by our celebrated and most 
blessed Father Athanasius to Epictetus, Bishop of Corinth. 
I replied, 'If you have the epistle in an uncorrupt 
state (for many things in it have been f.'llsified by tI
e 
enemies of the truth,) I assent to it aJtogether, and in 
every point.' He replied that he had the epistle, and 
would be glad to be assured by my copies, and ascertain 
whether his own copies were corrupted or not. And 
llaving taken the antient copies, and compared them with 
those he had brought, he found that his were adulterated, 
and advisetl me to make transcripts from our copips, and 
send them to the church at Antioch, which also was 


, See Huetii Origen. lib. iii. c. 1, 
 3, ct passim, and Cavc, sub nom. Rllf- 
finus. 
2 E1THôCtP lJ
 P.
P.CtB7]KCtP.
P. ón KCtt T7]II 'TrpOS TOP P.CtICCtptOII E1TtKT7]TOV 
1TtlTTOÀ7]P 
TOV 'TrCtll
ltcþWUJV 'TrCtTpOS l}p.CrJP ABCtll,unov. opøolJo
CrJS 
XOVlTCt/l, 7TCtpCtcþBHpa.vUS Tt"u 

KlJ
lJCrJKCtlTtll. &'s 
P'r
vB
JI ulJtKHIJ"BCtt 7TOÀÀOVS, lJtCt TOVTO XP7]lJ"tJ.l.O" Tt KCtt CtJlCt'}'- 
KCttoll f7TtllOOVP'rES TOtS CtlJ
^cþOtS, 

 Ctll7"t'}'pu.cþCrJII apXCttCrJII. TCrJII 'TrCtp' ftP.tll, KCtt å1T Àc.;<; 
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done." 1 He repeats this statement in his first and second 
letters to Succensus, in the former attributing the cor- 
ruption to the folluwers of N estorius. 2 
In the second of these letters to Succensus also, he 
cautions him that if any carried about a letter purporting 
to be written by that most pious presbyter of the Church 
of Rome, Philip, and intimating that the most holy 
Bishop Xystus was grieved at the deposition of N estorius 
and assisted him, he was not to believe it, or if a letter was 
brought to him, purporting to be written by himself, 
(namely Cyril,) and intimating his regret at what he had 
done at Ephesus, he was only to laugh at it: 3 which evi- 
dently shows that such letters were being then circu- 
lated. 
That the works of Cyril were corrupted after bis death 
we have several testimonies. Dioscorus, bis successor ill 
the See of Alexandria, is accused of having adulterated 
them by Leontius of Byzantium. 4 So Nicephorus Cal- 
list us tells us tbat Ælurus, who forced himself into the 
See of .Alexandria in the times of the Emperor Leo, 
" is said to have corrupted many of the writings of the 
divine Cyril, not published abroad, and to have inserted in 
them false doctrines." 5 The same is intimated, as we have 


EXOJlTWJI, a7TE(J"'TEIJ...af.'EJI 'Ta 100a 'T1} CT1} ðO"IOT1}TL. Epist. ad .r ohann. Antioch. 
Ope tom. v. Part. 2. Inter Epist. p. J09. 
I E1I"10"/101l"OS TIauJ...os 'T1}S Ef.'IO"1}JlwJI . . . . liIE7TUJleaJlETO f.'OU. /lal f.'aJ...a EO'7TOU- 
liaO"f.'EJlws, EL O"WUIJlW 'TOtS 'Ypa<þEtO"t 1I"apa 'TOU T1}S aOllilf.'OY /-IV7Jf.'7JS /lat TpIO"f.'a/la. 
PIOU 1I"a'TpOS l}/-IWJI AeavcuJ'lou 1I"pOS E1I"tll'T1}TOJl E7TIO"/107TOJl 'T1}S KoptJletwJI. E'Yw liE 
f:cþ7JJI ðTl, EL O"wterat 1I"ap' Óf.'tJl ou JlEJlOeEUf.'EJlOJl 'TO 'Ypa/-l/-la. 1I"apa7TE7TOI7JTal 'Yap 'TWJI 
EJI allTw 1I"0J...J...a 1I"upa 'TWJI 'T7JS aJ...1}eElas EXePWJI. O"watJlEO"at /-IE aJl 7TaJl'T7J 'TE /lUl 
1I"av'TWs. '0 liE 1I"pOS 'TOIITO EcþaO"/lEJI, EXEtJl /-IEJI /lUt allTos 'T1}JI E7T1(J"'TOJ...1}JI, ßOUJ...EO"eat 
liE Kat E/l 'TWJI 7Tap' 7]f.'IJI aJlTl'Ypa<þWJI 1I"J... 7Jpo<þop7Je7JJlat, /lat /-IaeEIJI, 1I"OTEpOJl 7TCYrE 'Ta 
allTWJI {3t{3J...ta 7TapE7TOt1}fJ1], 1} f.'1}. Kal li1} /lal J...aßwJI aJl'Tt'Ypa<þa 1I"aJ...alu, /lat Ius 
nrE<þEpETO O"u/-I{3uJ...WJI, 7]UptO"/lE 'TallTa JlEJlOeEU/-IEJlU. /lal 7TpOETpElþEJI EX: 'TWJI 1I"ap' 7]/-ItJl 
(31{3J...tWJI 100a 1I"OI1}O'at, 71'Ef.'1ftat 'TE 'T7J AvnOXEWJI E/lKJ... 7JO"ta. ð li7J Kal 'YE'YOJlE. Epist. 
ad Acacium 
Ielitan('ns. episc. tom. v. part. 2. Inter Ep. p. 120. 
2 lb. pp.140 amI!.!)!. ;) lb. p. 151. -t De Scctis Act. 8. fin. 
5 AE'YETat f.'EJl1I"oJ...J...a 'TOIITOJI li7JTa 'TOJI AtJ...oupoJl 'TWJI O'u)'Ypa,IJ.f.'a'T".'JI 'TOU eE;IOU 
KuplJ...J...ou f.'7J7I'W EL0"1I"J...U'TWS f:/lliOeE;/lTWJI, lituJ...uf.'1}JlaO"eat, Jloea 'TOIITOtS f:7TIO'7Tf:lpaJI'Ta 
Tio'Yf.'a'Ta. Hist. Eccl. Jib. XL e. 16. 
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alreaùy Ohscl'ved, by Anastasius Sillaita ; 1 who also gives 
an instance of such corruption as occurring in the first 
Epistle to Succensus, '" here the words being 
VO rat;; cþv(]'f:U; 
f:LJlaL pap.f:J/, they had been in most copies altered, and he 
tells us, that in only one copy shown him by the Libra- 
rian at Alexandria, did he find the correct reading, the 
rest being all altered; some reaùing (VO tþV(],f:lt;; tjJlw(]'OaL 
PlfP.f:JI, others, ðvo rat;; PV(],f:Lt;; f:JlJ/0f:L(]'OaL cpUfLf:J1. Conseq uentl y, 
it may be doubted whether our reading in the present 
day, which is, (va Tat;; cþv(]'f:Lf; f:tvat tþUfLf:JI rat;; É JlWBf:L(]'at;;, 2 is the 
genuine reading, and if so, we have here an instance how 
easily we may be deceived in such a matter. 
The same Anastasius mentions a corruption in the 
works of Ambrose, where, for, " let us observe the differ- 
ence of the divinity and the flesh," had been substituted, 
" let us observe the difference of the reading." 3 The pas- 
sage as we now have it in the works of Ambrose, presents 
us with the true reading. 4 
In the sixth Council, l\facarius and his colleagues were 
convicteù not only of corrupting the testimonies they 
brought from the Fathers,5 but also of circulating corrupt 
copies of the Acts of the fifth Counci1. 6 
Anù these forgeries appear to have been committed 
sometimes upon a large scale. 'Vitness the book of 
Basil on the Holy Spirit, where it is justly suspected that 
the latter part, and that more than half of the whole, has 
been aùùcù by another. This ,vas first noticed by Eras- 
mus, and in his judgment our two learned prelates 
.T eremy Taylor anù Stillingfleet fully coincide, the for- 
mer stating that the last fifteen chapters "were plainly 


I See p. 20
 above. 

 See Cyril. Ope cd. Aubert. tom. v. Part 
. Inter Epist. p. 13ï. E. 
3 Avn 'TOV, cþvlI.a
wp.lEv 'T7JV 8IU<þopav 'T7JS elEO'T7J'TOS Kat 'T7JS uapKOS, cþvll.a{WP-lEV 
'T7JV 8tacþopav 'T7JS aJ'rt")'VWlJ"lEWS. Anast. Sinait. Viæ dux, c. 10. p. 200. 
4 Servcmus distincìionem divillitatis et caruis. Ambros. De fide, lib. ii. c. n. 
n. 77. tom. ii. col. 43.;. 
.:; Concil. Scxt. Act. Band !). 
6 lb. Act. 1-1. 
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added by another hand,"l and the latter, that besides 
the evidence from the connexion and style of the parts, 
so we must suppose it to be if we think that St. Basil 
" would not utter palpable and evident contradictions in 
his writings," his testimony here respecting traditions 
being totally contradictory to several passages in his 
acknowledged "\vorks.2 And this judgment is further 
confirmed by the learned Robert Cooke. 3 And as Bishop 
Stillingfleet justly observes, " Erasmus was not the first 
who suspected corruption in St. Basil's writings. For 
Marcus Ephesius in the Florentine Council, (Act. 20.) 
charged some Latinizing Greeks with corrupting his 
books against Eunomills, protesting that in Constanti- 
nople there were but four copies to above one thousand 
which had the passages in them which were produced 
by the Latins." 4 
Other instances might easily be adduced. 5 And against 
the corruptions of antient times we have scarcely any 
defence, except that which is founded upon criticism and 
conjecture, grounds far too insecure to build faith upon. 
N or must we omit to observe that these antient cor- 
rupters of the Fathers have had their imitators in later 
times, whose frauds, though certainly more open to detec- 
tion by us than those of antient times, have not always 
been easy to be discovered. 
I will not here enter upon the various charges mutually 
made against each other by the Greeks and Latins of 
corrupting the Fathers to speak their sense, 6 except to 
notice that 110t even the Creed hm, escaped; witness the 
dispute as to the phrase ".filíofjue" of such importance in 
the doctrine of the procession of the Holy Ghost which 
1 Lib. of proph. 
 8. 
2 Rati
nal Account, &c. ed. 1665, pp. 243, 4. 
:i Censura Quorundam Scriptorum. Lonù. 1614. 4to. pp. l
U et seq. 
4 Rational Account, &c. p. 243. 
5 Several are mentioned by Daille, On the true use of the Fathers, Part 1- 
c.4. 
6 See particularly the ðiscussions in the Council of Florence. 
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the Greeks charge the Latins with adding, and the 
Latins charge the Greeks with abstracting, so tlJat, be it 
as it may, on one side or the other a fraud has been com- 
mitted. 
But I will rather notice the performances of the Ro- 
manists of this kind, which may seem more especially to 
affect us. 
Their corruption of St. Cyprian's treatise" On the unity 
of the church," in the edition by l\Ianutius published at 
Rome in 1564, under the sanction of the Pope, and after- 
wards followed by Pamelius, is so well known, that I 
need hardly dwell long upon it here. It is fully stated 
by .T ames in his work on this subject,! and is thus briefly 
noticed by Bishop Taylor; "The third chapter of St. 
Cyprian's .book 'On the Unity of the Church: in the 
edition -of Pamelius, suffered great alteration. These 
words, p1"Ïmatlls Petro datur, , the primacy is given to St. 
Peter,' wholly inserted; and these, ,çuper cathedram Petri 
fundata est ecclesia, , the church is founded upon the chair 
of St. Peter:' and whereas it was before, super unum ædi- 
ficat ecclesiam Christus, 'Christ builds his church upon 
one,' that not being enough, they have made it, super 
illum unum, 'npon that one.' N ow these additions are 
against the faith of all old copies before l\Ianutius and 
Pamelius, and against Gratian, even after himself had 
been chastised by the Roman correctors, the commissaries 
of Gregory XIII. as is to be seen where these words are 
alleged, Decret. c. 24. q. 1. can. Loquitur Dominus ad 
Petrum. So that we may say of Cyprian's works, as 
Pamelius himself said concerniug his \\ ritings and the 
writings of other of the Fathers; 
aith he, '''Thence" e 
gather that the writings of Cyprian and others of the 
Fathers are in yarious ways corrupted by the transcribers.' 
(Cypriani scripta ut et alioruUl Veterulll a librariis varie 


i Treatise of tIle Corruption of Scripture, Councils, and Fathers, by ,the 
Prelates, &c. of the Church of Rome. Part 2. pp. 113-160. ed. 1688- 
VOL
 I. p 
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fuisse interpo!ata. Annot. in Cypr. super Concil. Car- 
thag. Il. 1.)" 1 
In the same place, the bishop after James 2 notices a 
similar corruption introduced by Gratian, where quoting 
that passage of Ambrose, " They do not llOld the inhe- 
ritance of Peter who have not the faith of Peter," (non 
habent Petri hæreditatem qui non habent Petri fidem), 
he ,{uotes it as, "They do not hold the inheritance of 
Peter who hold not the seat of Peter" (for fidem substi- 
tuting sedem). 
So again, in that passage of Augustine, " In reckoning 
the canonical Scriptures, let a man follow the authority 
of the greatest number of catholic churches, among which 
truly are those which deserved both to have the seats of 
the Apostles, and to receive their Epistles," 3 the latter 
part is quoted by Gratian in the Canon Law as, " among 
which Scriptures those Epistles are which the Apostolic 
See hath, and others have deserved to receive from her;"4 
and to this is prefixed the title, " The decretal EpistJes are 
reckoned among the Canonical Scriptures," 5 to lead the 
reader to suppose that Augustine refers in these .words to 
the Decretal Epistles of the Popes. 6 
In such corruptions, however, none seem to have out- 
done Pamelius. We have already noticed those which 
are to be found in Cyprian's Treatise, " On the Unity of 
the Church," in his edition. Another instance occurs in 
Cyprian's Tract, "On the Advantage of Patience," 
where, for the words, rifter tbe reception of thp eucharist 
(post g'Ustatam eucharistiam) we find, after the rarryi1lg 


I Liberty of pro}Jhes. 
 Po.fin. 
2 Corruption of SSe &c. Part 2. n. 
;l. p. 222. ed. 1681'1. 
3 In canonicis autem Scripturis Ecclesiarnm catholicarum quamplurium 
authoritatem sequatur, inter quas sane iUæ Bunt quæ apostolicas sedes habere 
et Epistolas accipere meruerunt. De Dod. Christiana, lib. ii. c. ß. 
4 Inter quas sane illæ sunt quas Apostolica seùes habere et ab ea alii me- 
ruerunt accipere epistolas. Decret. Pt. i. dist. 19. In Canon. 6. 
[, Inter canonicas Scripturas Decretales Epistolæ cOl1numerantur. 
1\ .Tames's Corruption, &c. Part 2. n. 7. p. 185. 
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about of tlte euclta'l'ist (post gestatam eucharistialll) to 
maintain the Romish custom of the circum gestation of 
the eucharist. 1 So in his fortieth Epistle of this edition, 
we have petram, the rock, changed into Petrum, Peter. 
And though the Epistle of Firmilian is admitted on 
account of its having been already published, so that it 
was of no use to try to sU}Jpress it, Pamelius very can- 
didly admits that he wishes it had never been published, 
and that probably l\Ianutius intentionaIIy omitted it in 
his edition of Cyprian.<Z And certainly Romallists are not 
likely to be much gratified with an Epistle written in the 
tllird century, in which it is stated that, " Anyhody may 
know that those at ROUle do not in all things observe 
those things that were delivered from the beginning, and 
vainly pretend apostolical authority." 3 
Another remarkable instance occars in Tertullian, 
where, until Rig-altius had the honesty to give the pas- 
sage as he fonnd it in the 
ISS., an important testimony 
was altogether lost through the fàlsificatipn introduced 
into it. The passage occurs in his "Exhortation to 
Chastity," where, according to the reading given hy 
Rig-altius from the 1\188., we read, " 'Vhere there is no 
assembly of the pcclesiastical order, you [speaking to a 
layman] both offer [i. e. in the eucharist] and baptize, 
and are alone a priest to yourself; '.4 which passage has 
lJeen corruptetl into the following,-" \\rhere there is an 
asscm hly of the eccl('sia
tical order, thf' I'rif'st, who is 


I .Tame:--, ih. p. 239. 
2 Fortassis consultiu!! foret, nunquam editam fuisse Ìlanc <,pist01am, ita lit 
putcm consulto ilJam omisisse l\Ianutinm. Argum. ad <'pist. 75. These two 
cases are noticed hy DaHl<', lih. i. c. 4. 
3 Eo!! autem qui Romæ sunt non ea in omnibus ohservare quæ sillt ab 
origine tradita et frustra Apostolorum auctoritatem prætendere, seire quis 
cli:tm inde potest, quod circa l:elehrandos dies paschæ et cireR muJta aHa 
di\"inæ rei sacramenta videat esse apud illos a1iqufls divcrsitates, nee olJservari 
illic omnia æqualiter 'lure HielOsolymis ohservantur. 
4 Uhi Ecclesiastici Ordinis lion eMt conse
sus et offers et tinp;uis et sacerdns 
<'h tihi Rolu!>. De e'Xhort. east. c. 7. p. :'22. cd. Hì(ì4. 
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there alone, both offers and baptizes," 1 which is altoge- 
ther incongruous with the context, and turns the whole 
passage into nonsense; but it was preferable to make 
Tertullian speak nonsense, than utter such a testimony 
as his real words give us. To the testimony supplied in 
these words we shall have occasion to advert hereafter. 
In the Roman editions of the Fathers by l\Tanutius, 
various instances of the same kind might be pointed out. 
'Yhat, indeed, could be expecteò from one who professes 
to have received a charge from the Pope to print them 
"so corrected that there may be no error remaining, 
which, by holding out the appearance of false doctrine, 
can influence the minds of the simple"?2 It was his duty 
to print them as he found them; instead of which, he 
makes a boast of suppressing all which was reckoned at 
Rome false doctrine. It was in conformity, I suppose, 
with these directions, tl13t IlC left out, as Pamelills tell
 
us, the letter of Firmilian to Cyprian, and introduced tIle 
corruptions we have already noticed in his edition of 
Cyprian's treatise " On the Unity of the Church." 'Yell 
may the Romanists, with such editors, boast of having all 
the Fathers on their side. 
Another of his "emendations," occurring in the works 
of Gregory, is t.hus noted by Dr. James. The genuine 
passage is this, "All things that were foretold are come 
to pass. The king of pride is near; and (wllich is a 
wickedness to name) a whole host of priests is provided to 
attend /ds coming. (Sacerdotnm ei præparatur exercitns.) 
For they also march with as proud a countenance as he, 
which were appointed to be examples of meekness and 
humi!ity to other
.'. 3 "The Roman edition with sundry 


I Ubi Ecclesiastici Ordinis est consessus, et offert et tinguit 8acerdos qui 
est ibi solus. See the editions of Pamelius. I quote from that of Co!. 
Agripp. 1617. To whom the corruption may be due it is impo8sible precisely 
to say, but Pamelius, in his note, admits that he struck out the ., nO/
." 
t Sic emendati, ne qua supersit labes quæ imperitorum animos objecta 
falsæ doctrinæ specie possit inficere. Manutii Præf. ad Pium 4m. in lib. 
Poli De Concil. 
:I Omnia quæ prædicta lIunt, fiunt. Rex lIuperbiæ prope est. et, quod dici 
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others," says Dr. James, " read most absurùly, contrary 
to the faith of the 1\'188. and the circumstance of the 
place, sacerdotwn est præparatus exitus." "The king of 
priùe is near. And (which is a wickedness to name') 
when he comes the priests shall be executed and put to 
deatlt." "'Yhereas," says Dr. James, "the word mili- 
tant, do march, in the next \vords, makes the matter clear 
on our side against them. For if they were put to death, 
how should they walk up and down? unless they did as 
8t. Denis is said to have done, that carried his head in 
his hand; and yet methinks a more modest gait than Gre- 
gory speaks of should have become them. Add hereunto 
that the epistle is written to tax the pride of a bishop 
(J ohn of Constantinople, which took upon him the title 
of universal bishop) and not of a king, of the clergy and 
110t of the laity. Lastly, to make the matter sure, all the 

ISS. that I could yet procure or get into my hands, (that 
i:; seven MSS.) do read exercitlls and not exitus." And 
he adds that, for "citing these words truly," Bishop 
Jewell had been "traduced and slandered among the 
Papists," as one who had misq uoted Gregory to serve his 
purpose; 1 a very apt specimen of Popish dealings, first 
to publish corrupted editions of the Fathers themselves, 
and then charge others with misquoting them, if they 
swerve from that corrupted text. One thing l1lUre we 
may observe from the genuine passage- of Gregory; 
namely, that he held the assumption of the title of uni- 
versal bishop to be a mark of antichrist. 'V ould that his 
successors had been of his mind. 
Another instance, apparent! y, of such conu ptions, and 
one which remains in the Popish editions to this day, 
occurs in the works of Augustine, in a passage much 
quoted by the Romanists in support. of their notion
 of 
traditioll. Augustine, speaking of l'aptislll, says, accord- 


llcfus est, sacerdotulll ei præl'aratur exercitul'l. quia cervici militant elationis 
qui positi fucrant ut ducatum præberent humilitatis. Greg. Magn. Epist. 
lib. 4. Ind. 13. Ep. 38. as quoted by JUDICIS. .Ed. Den. lib. v. Ind. 13. Ep. 18. 
t Jamcrs'l:j Corruption, &c. Part. 2. II. 
(j. pp. 
3() ct scq. 
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ing- to the readiug of three l\ISS. at Oxfortl, 1_" The 
CU::,tOlll of our mother the church in Laptizing infants is 
not to be ùespised, nor Ly any means to be thought super- 
fluous, nor at all to be believed to be anything but all apo- 
stolic tl'atlition." 2 And this agrees with what he say;:; 
elsewhere on this subject, where, speaking of infant 
baptism as haying been always practised in the church, he 
says, "That which the universal church holds, and was 
not instituted by Councils, hut has always been retained, 
is most rightly Lelieved to have been delivered by 110 
other than apostolical authority." 3 I-fow far this rule is 
admissible is a question into which I do not here enter. 
But the meaning of Augustine in both these passages is 
clear. The former pas8age, however, has bepn corrupted 
hy the Romanists, by the addition of a letter to one word, 
into this; "The custom of our mother the church in 
baptizing infilllts is not to Le despised, nor by any means 
to be thought superfluous, nor at all to be belie'ced, were it 
not an apostolical tradition." 4 And so it remains to this 
day in tlte Benedictine edition, lcitlwut even the slightest 
intimation (
l tlte JJISS. hadng a,lY otlter reading. And 
hence the pa;;;sage is quoted by Romish controversialist
, 
as showing that in Augustine's opinion, infant baptidlll 
ought not to be believed at all but for tradition, and 
therefore could not be proved from Scripture,5 which is 
clearly contrary to Augustine's own remarks elsewhere; 
and so this passage was to stand as a proof that for some 


I James's Corruptioll, &c. Pt. 2. ll. 4. pp, 177 et seq. 
- 2 Consuetudo matris ecclesiæ in baptizandis parvulis nequaquam spernenda 
cst, neque uno modo superflua deputan1la, nee omnino credenda nisi apostolica 
('sse traditio. De Gene!'. ad lit. lib. 10. c. 23. 
J Quod universa tenet ecclesia, nee conciliis institutum, sed semper reten- 
tum est, non nisi auctoritate apostolica traditum rectissime creùitur. De bapt. 
contr. Donat. liv. 4. c. 
3. 
4 Consuetudo matris ecclesiæ, &1:. (as ahove) . . . nec omnino credenda nisi 
Olpostolica esset traditio. 
5 As by the Rhemists in their notes on 
 Thess. ii. 15, and the author of The 
grounds of the old religion and the new, (see James, }I. HJO,)
and by the 
ans"erer of Alchhishop Laud. (See Stillingfleet's rational aCl:ount, &c. 
1'. ] liB. ) 
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points of the highest importance we must go to traùition, 
and cannot get any sufficient proof from Scripture. 1 
Again; the following passage of <Ecumenius has been 
altogether omitted in the printed editions. "For those 
who favour the Law introduced even the worship of 
angels, because through them the Law was given; and 
this custom remained in Phrygia, so that the Council of 
Laodicea made a decree, prohibiting the making ad- 
dresses and praying to angels; 2 whence also there were 
many temples among them erected to the archangel J\li- 
("hae}." 3 This passage David Hæschelius, in his notes on 
the work of Origen against Celsus, testifies that he himself 
had seen in the l\ISS. of fficumenius. 4 
Nay, they are not contented with leaving obnoxious pas- 
:-ages out of their printed copies, but will even blot them 
out of the l\-IS
. where they have the opportunity. 
Thus, when that famous passage in the" Imperfect work 
on lVlatthew," attributed to Chrysostom, in which it is 
said-that there should come a time when the church 
being corrupted men should be utterly unable to find the 
true church but by the Scriptures, and should perish if 
they took anything else for their guiùe,-is urged against 
BeUarmine, he very coolly replies that that whole passage 
had evidently been inserted by the Arians, and had been 
remo-ced from some ]JISS. tlwt !tad been LATELY corrected. 5 


I See .Tames, ib. This corruption was first suspected by Bishop Bilson, 
pattly by the course of the sentence, and partly by a comparison with other 
places, and upon referring to the l\ISS. -Jr. .Tames ascertained that the sus- 
picion was well founded. II ow is it that these valuable l\ISS. of the Fathers 
have been so little m.ed, and that we have been left by the possessors of them, 
though with a "Clarendon Press" at hand, to the tender mercies of Romish 
eðitors for almost all thc editions of the Fathers we possess? 
2 See Concil. Laoù. Can. 35. Cod. Can. Eccl. Univ. Can. 139. 
3 '01 "yap TW VOP.W C1VV7]"yOpOVJlTH Kal TOVS aTIf:Àovs C1f:ßf:1V f:1C17J"yovJlTO, ðn 61' 
aVTWV Kal ð II0P.OS f:lio67J. Ep.EtJlf: liE TOvrO KUTa <ÞpV"}'l<<V TO f:60S, &s Kal T7JV f:V 
AaolilKf:la C1vJloliov VOP.W KwÀVlTal TO 7rpOC1If:JlUI aTIf:Àols KUI 7rP0C1f:VXf:C16al. AIþ' 
OÔ KUl Vaol 7rap' avrols TOV apXIC1pllT7J"YOV Mlxa7JÀ 7rOÀÀOI. 
4 Scc Daille, lib. i. c. 4. 
;; Tutus hie locus tall quam ab Arjanis insertu8 e quibusdam codicibus nuper 
l'mendatis sublatus est. ßellarm. De Verh. Dei, lib. iv. c. II. 
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And accordingly in the edition printed at Paris, 1557, t;vü. 
it is altogether omitted. 1 
Fifty examples of this kind are noted by Dr. James, 2 
to which he tells us he might have added hundreds more. 
Their forgeries and falsifications in the acts and canons 
of the early Councils, have been largely investigated by 
Dr. Comber. 3 And these forgeries, we must observe, are 
not all the produce of modern times, but commenced as 
early as the ambition of the Roman Pontiff.,,; for universal 
dominion in the church; insomuch that even at the Coun- 
cil of Chalcedon in the fifth century, the Pope's Legate 
cited the sixth canon of Nice as containing the words, 
" The Church of Rome hath always had the primacy," 
the falsehood of which was showed by the Constantino- 
politan Code then produced. 4 A pregnant instance this, 
surely, of the dangers to which such documents have 
been exposed, in their passage through the Roman 
Church to our hands. 
There is not, in fact, an edition of the Councils in 
which there are not, Bishop Barlow says, "spurious 
canons and decretal epistles of antient Popes put in, and 
genuine canons left out or corrupted." 5 To all which 
we must add the well-known mutual accusations of the 
Greeks and Latins against each other of direct forgeries 
and sweeping suppressions and alterations in tbe decrees 
and canons of the various Councils, even from the first 
great Council at Nice, which leave us in still greater Ull- 
certainty in the matter. 
Nay more, they have not hesitated openly to profess to 
J See James, Pt. 2. n. 2, pp. 16] et Beq. And see somewhat similar instanct:s 
mentioned, ib. n. 12. pp. 195. et seq. and n. 13. pp. 198 et Beq. 
2 Corruption of Scripture and Fathers, &c. Part 2. pp. 113 et seq. 
3 Roman Forgeries in the Councils. Part 1. Lond. 16B9. 4to. Part 2. 
Lond. 169.S. 4to. l\1anyare also mentioned by Daille, On the true use of the 
}'athers. Pt. 1. c. 4 . and in the " Historical Examination of the authorit;y 
of Genera] Councils." 
4 See Concil. Cha]ccd. Act. 16. ; and Comber's Rom. Forg. p. 93. 
:. Directions for choice of book
, &c. p. 3:? A remarkable instance is men- 
tioned by Dr. James in his Corruption of SSe and Fathers. Pt. 2. n. 38. pp. 
250 et seq. 
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correct the writings of the Fathers, where they have 
spoken erroneously. Dr. James refers to two Expur- 
gatory Indexes 1 where certain sentences or words in the 
text of Gregory N yssen, Chrysostom, Anastasius, Euche- 
rius, Procopius, Agapetus, and Didymus Alexandrinus, 
"against idolatry, satisfactions, Peter's primacy, and for 
the supremacy of temporal kings and princes," are ordered 
to be erased; and testifies to having seen a copy of Chry- 
sostom, in which" divers sentences" had been blotted out 
by the Inquisitors. 2 
And so the famous work of Bertram on the Eucharist, 
is in some Indexes altogether forbidden; 3 and in others 
expurgated of the part which opposes Romish errors. 4 
And this practice is openly defended by the Jesuit 
Gretser, in his treatise on the subject,5 where he main- 
tains that though "the sayings of the Fathers, as they 
are Fathers, need no purging;" yet that, "being consi- 
dered as sons, their words may be corrected and censured 
by the church." 6 
Such are the principles and practices of those through 
whom principally we have received the works of the 
Fathers. 
These examples very clearly show the extensive and 
systematic corruption to which the writings of the Fathers 
have been subjected by the Romanists; a corruption, of 
which the detection, in a few cases, such as those given 
above, can afford but a very inadequate idea, considering 
the opportunities they have enjoyed. 
Now it is quite true that it would be wrong to infer, 
frOlll these facts, that we have no remains of antiquity 
that we can depend upon. But, at the same time, they 
ùo undoubtedly show us the necessity of caution with 
I l\Iadrit. 1584. 4to. Rom 1607. Bvo. 
2 Corruption, &c. Part 4. pp. 410. II. 
J As in that published at Rome, 1559. 4to. 
4 As in the Index. Belg. Antw. 1571. 4to. 
:; De jure et more prohib. 
II James, ib. p.412. \Vhere he adds Home remarhs well worth consideration, 
Oil the early Romall editions of the :Fatherb. 
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respect to those writings that come to us under that 
name. They necessariJy weaken the argument derived 
f1.0In those writings in favour of any doctrines, and take 
away that certainty that is necessary to make them 
authoritative witnesses. Their s.tatements, though use- 
ful as a guide in the interpretation of Scripture, and 
as a check upon the extravagance of private interpre- 
tation, aloe not such as can be made binding upon the 
conscience. ,y ouJd it not be absurd to call our com- 
mon-places, gathered from these writings, a "practicaUy 
infaHible" te.-;timony of the oral tradition of the Apostles '? 
'Ye arp not caUed upon, then, be it observed, to deter- 
mine whether, in an abstract view, a society like the 
church could be a safe depositary for the oral teaching of 
its founders, whether the state of the church might have 
been such, and the recOl'ds testifying of the oral tradition 
of the Apostles so abundant and well preserved, as to 
ensure the safp conveyance of that tradition to succeeding 
ages. 'Ye must look to facts; and facts show that the 
state of the church and its records has not been such as to 
make them trustworthy witnesses of oral Apostolical tra- 
dition. 
That the reader Ulay not suppose that I am pressing: 
this argument beyond what the great divines of our own 
church would sanction, I would here call his attention to 
what our opponents' own witness, Bishop Jer. Taylor, 
has said on this subject. "There are some," he says, 
" who think they can determine aU questions in the world 
hy two or three sayings of the Fathers, or by tbe consent 
of so many as tbey will please to call a concurrent testÏ1Jtouy. 
But this consideration wiU soon be at an end." ;\.nd 
then having produced various objections to such a notion, 
he thus proceeds,-" But I will rather choose to show the 
uncertainty of this topic, by such an argument which was 
not in the Fatllers' power to help; such as makes no in- 
vasion upon their great reputation, which I desire should 
be preserved as sacred as it ought. For other things, 
let who please read::\1. DaiUe 'On the true use of th(" 
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Fathers;' but I shall only consider that the writings of 
the Fathers have been so corrupted by the intermixture 
of heretics, so many false books put fortll in their names, 
so many of their writings lost which would more clearly 
have explicated their sense, and at last an open profession 
made and a trade of making the Fathers speak, not what 
themselves thought, but what other men pleased, that it 
is a great instance of God's providence, and care of his 
church, that we ha \Te so much good preserved in the 
writings which we receive from the Fathers; and that 
all trut" is not as clear gone as is the certainty of tlleir 
great authority and reputation." And haying given va- 
rious instances, as of the epistle written to Constantine 
1)y the Arians, under the name of Athauasius, and a work 
"ritten by the Eutychians against Cyril of Alexandria, 
under the name of Theodoret, and of the chapters added, 
as he maintains with Erasmus, to the work of Basil on 
the Holy Spirit; and the testimony of Erasmus that, in 
the eighth century, "books, under the assumed name of 
illustrious men, were everywhere to be met with," he 
adds, "Indeed the whole world hath been so much 
alJused, that every lUan thinks he hath reason to suspect 
whatsoever is against him; that is, what he please; which 
proceeùing only produces this truth, that there neither is 
nor can be any certainty, nor very much probability, in 
such allpgations. 
" But," he proceeds, " there is a worse mischief th
1ll 
this, besides those very many which are not yet disco. 
vereel, which, like the pestilence, destroys in the dark, 
and grows into inconvenience more insensibly and more 
irremediably; and that is, corruption of particular places, 
by inserting words and altering them to contrary senses." 
And having given seyeral examples, tIle principal of 
which will be found more fully stated among those we 
have given aùove, he adds,-" But that the Indices Ec- 
jJlIrgatorii, COlIlUIaIllled by authority, and practised with 
puhlic licence, profess to alter and correct the sayiug's of 
the J'athers, aud to recoucile them to the catholic scn
c, 
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by putting in and leaving out, is so g-reat an imposture, 
so unchristian a proceeding, that it hath made the faith 
of all books and all authors justly to be suspected. For 
considering their infinite diligence anù great opportunity, 
as having had most of the copies in their own hands, 
together with an ullsatisfiable desire of prevailing in their 
right, or in their wrong, they have made an absolute 
destruction of t!lis topic; and when the Fathers speak 
Latin, or ùreathe iu a Roman diocese, although the pro- 
vidence of God does infinitely ûverrule them, and that it 
is next to a miracle that in the monuments of antiquity 
there is no more found that can pretend for their advan- 
tage than there is, which indeed is infinitely inconsi- 
derable, yet our questions and uncertainties are infinitely 
multiplied, instead of a probable and reasonaùle deter- 
mination. For since the Latins always complained of the 
Greeks for privately corrupting the antient records both 
of councils and fathers, and now the Latins make open 
profession not of corrupting but of correcting their writ- 
ings (tbat is the word), and at tlte most it was but a human 
authority, and that of persons not always learned, and 
very often deceived, THE WHOLE MATTER IS so UNREA- 
SONABLE, THAT IT IS NOT WORTH A FURTHER DISQUISI- 
TION." 1 


SECTION IV. - THE WITNESS OF PATRISTICAL TRADITiON, 
EVEN IN THE WRITINGS THAT HAVE BEEN PRESERVED, 
IS OF A DISCORDANT KIND, AND THAT EVEN IN FUN- 
DAMENTAL POINTS. 


'VE Imve already shown, that even the consent of the 
few writers whose remains we possess of the primitive 
church, could not be taken as any just representation of 
the doctrine of the whole church of that period, and 
therefore certainly as no divine informant or certain 
record of the oral teaching of the Apostles. 


I Lib. of' l)t'OjJhe:o. 
 8. 
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But thus much we are perfectly ready to admit, that 
- if we take the writings of the first five or six centuries, 
considering the character of their authors and their 
extent, it is not likely that the orthodox faith, in all fun- 
damental points, should not be contained therein. Con- 
sequently, the consent of those writings, upon any point 
admitted to be a fundamental article, would, in all proba- 
bility, represent the true faith. I say adtllitted to be a 
fundamental article: because, if it be a question whether it 
be a fundamental article or not, then it is also a question 
what is the value of such consent. And I know of 
nothing but Scripture that can determine what the funda- 
mental articles are. :ì\loreover, it must really be the 
consent of those writings. It is not sufficient to say four 
or five have given their testimony in its favour, and the 
rest are silent. For this destroys the very groundwork 
upon which the argument is built, namely, that such and 
so many authors are not likely to have aU erred in funda- 
mentals. But four or five, or more, among them, may 
have erred. 
Nay more, I admit fully that our church has (wisely, 
in my humble view) sanctioned the principle, that nothing 
is to be admitted as a fundamental point of faith that has 
not some support in the patristical testimony of the first 
five or six centuries; a rule which (especially at the time 
when it was first made) was a prudent precaution against 
the novelties of enthusiasm and Popery; and hpnce it 
was that Bishop Taylor said, that the Church of England 
" ties her doctors as much as the Council of Trent does 
to expound Scriptures according to the sense of the 
antient fathers."! .And this fluotation reminds me of a 
very important erratum in 1\11'. Keble,2 who, tluoting 
this passage from Bishop Taylor, (inadvertently, no doubt, 
but stiU somewhat extraordinarily) substitutes for" sensp," 
" consent," thereby making Bishop Taylor seem to inti- 
mate that "consent" is to be found in the Fathers, 
I Diss. from Popery, Pt. ii. Introduction. Worb, voJ. x. p. 3:!:]. 
2 App. to Sermon, p. 149. 
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directly opposite to his own express determination to the 
contrary, both in a previous work,t and also in the con- 
text of this very passage. 2 True, it would follow from what 
he says, that the consent of the writings of this period in a 
fundamental point is not to be controverted by us wlwre it 
can be found, but that is vastly different to a
serting thnt 
there is such consent. The latter would make the Fathers 
a very clear guide in such points, while the fact is, that 
they are a very obscure one froIll their contradictions. 
Further; 011 what ground is it that our church has 
given them this authority? Clearly because, on inspec- 
tion and comparison with Scripture, they were considered 
to be, taking them as a body, in possession of the truth, 
that is, that tlJe true faith was contained in their writings. 
"The Protestants," says Dr. 'Vaterland, "having well 
studied tlle Fathers, were now willing to rest their cause 
not upon Scripture only, but Fathers too; so far at least 
as the three first centuries. And they thought that n 
much greater dfferellce wa.
 due to the judgment of thosp 
early ages of tlte church tltan to tltat of the ages succeeding, 
while the Romanists lCere used to 'l'alue the lattpr equally 
with tlte former, or even to git'e them tlte preference." 3 
'Yhen the Protestants referred to the Fathers as judges 
of the disputes between them and the Romanists, this 
was not from their Jwlding their witness to be autlwrita- 
tive in the matter, but fi'om their finding that snch an 
appeal might safely be made, and on the natural supposi- 
tion that it would be the most influential with those who 
professed to guide themselves by that witness. 
'Ve allow, then, that the consent of the Fathers whose 
remains ,ve possess of the first fi\Te or six centuries, would 
be a most stringent argument in favour of any doctrine on 
a fundamental point; and admit readily that tlJe principle 


I Liberty of Prophesying, 
 R 
2 lb. p. 3
4. 
3 Second Yindication of Christ;s Divil!ity, Pref. p. xvii. Works, ,01. iii. 
Rec also Stillingfleet's Council of Trent examined. p. 24, quoted p. 163 abo\ e, 
and otllCr testimonics in c. J ] below. 
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sanctioned by our church of requiring some patristical tes- 
timony in favour of any doctrine put forward as funda- 
mental, would make sIlch consent, (not froUl any intrinsic 
authority, but from the acknowledgment of our church 
as to these writings,) a conclusive argument that it was 
the doctrine of our church. 
'Ve will now proceed, then, to inquire further, whether 
such consent is to be found. 
Among the writers of the first three centuries are 
three individuals, Irenæus, Tertullian, and Origen, who 
have left us a brief summary of the Christian faith, for 
which they claim the consentient testimony of aIJ the 
churches founded by the Apostles. These summaries, 
then, have clearly the best claim of anything-in antiquity 
to be considered the representatives of the catholic con- 
sent of the primitive church, and as agreeable to the 
teaching of the Apostles, and beyond doubt are entitled 
to very great respect. I shall, therefore, begin with them. 
The summaries of Irenæus and Tertulliall have been al- 
ready given, but for the convenience of the reader I will 
here repeat them, and subjoin that of Origen. 
The following is given by Irenæus as "the faith 
preached by the church." 
" The church, though scattered over all the world from 
one cnò of the earth to the other, receiveà froUl the Apo- 
stles and their disciples the belief in one God the Father 
Almighty, who made the heaven and the earth, and the 
:--eas, and all things that are in them; and in one Jesus 
Chri
t, the Son of God, who was incarnate for our sah-a. 
tion; and in the Holy Spirit, who preached by the Pro- 
phets, the Dispensations, and the Advents, and the birth 
by a virgin, and the pas
ion and the resurrection from 
the dead, and the bodily ascension int9 heaven, of the 
beloved Jesus Christ our Lord, and his advent from 
heaven in the glory of the Father, to restore all things, 
and to raise aU flesh of all mankind, that to Christ Jesus 
our Lord, and God, and Saviour, and King, according 
to the good pleasure of the ilwisiùle Father, every knee 
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should bow of things in heaven, and things in earth, and 
things under the earth, and that every tongue should 
confess to him, and that he may execute just judgment 
upon all; that Jw may send the spirits of wickedness, 
and transgressing anù apostate angels, and all irn pious, 
and wicked, and lawless, and blasphemous men into ever- 
lasting fire; and to the just and holy, arid those that have 
kept bis commandments, and remained steadfast in his 
love, some from the beginning, others after repentance, 
having given life, may confer on them immortality, and 
put them in possession of eternal glory." 1 
Having occasion again to give a sUlllmary of the doc- 
trine of the church, he delivers it in these words, (which 
he calls "the order or rule of that tradition which the 
Apostles delivereù to those to whom they committed the 
churches") ;- 
" Believing in one God the maker of heaven and 
earth and 
ll things which are in them, through Christ 
Jesus the Son of God; who on account of his extraordi- 
nary love for his creature, submitted to be born of a 
virgin, uniting man to God in his own person, and having 
suffered under Pontius Pilate, and rising again, and being 
received in glory, shall come in glory as the Saviour of 
those who are saved, and the Judge of those who are 
condemned, sending the corrupters of the truth, and the 
despisers of his Father, and of his advent, into eternal 
fi "2 
reo 
The summaries given by Tertullian are as follows:- 
(1.) " The rule offaith,-that we may now at once state 
what we believe,-is that by which we believe t.hat there is 
but one God, and no other beside, the maker of the 
world, who produced all things out of nothing by his word 
",hich he sent fort.h first of all things. That that word 
was called his Son, was seen at various times by the Patri- 
archs unùer the name of God, was always heard by the 


1 IREN. adv. hær. Jib. i. c. 10. Mass. c. 2. Grah. See pp. 141, 2. above. 
2 hEN. adv. hær. lih. iii. c. 3. 
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Prophets, and at last was brought down by the Spirit awl 
power of God the Father into the Virgin ::Uary, and 
made flesh in her womb, and being born of her lived in 
the person of Jesus Christ; that from that time he 
preached a new law and _a new promise of the kingdom 
of heayen; that he performed miracles, was crucified, 
rose again the third day, and being taken up into heaven, 
sat at the right hand of the Father, and in lJÌs stead sent 
the power of the Holy Spirit to guide believers; and that 
he shall come with glory to take the saints into the frui- 
tion of eternal life, and the heavenly promises, and ad- 
judge the wicked to everlasting fire, having restored to 
life both the one and the other, amI raised their bodies." 
" This rule instituted Ly Christ raises no disputes among 
us except such as heresies introduce, or such as make 
heretics." 1 
(2.) ...\gain, elsewhere ;-" The rule of faith is but one, 
alone unchangeable and unreforma ble; namely, of believ- 
ing in one God Almighty, the maker of the world, amI 
his Son Jesus Christ, born of the Virgin 1\Iary, crucifie(l 
under Pontius Pilate, raised the third day from the dead, 
received in the heavens, and now sitting at the right 
haUlI of the Father, who shall come to judge the quick 
and the dead, by the resurrection of the flesh." <;! 
(3.) Again ;-" "T e believe, indeed, one God; but, 
nevertheless, under this dispensation, which we call æco- 
no my , namely, that there is also a 
on of that one God, 
to wit, his ,v ord, who proceeded from him, by whom all 
things were made, and without whom nothing was made; 
that he was sent by the Father into a Virgin, and born of 
her, lllan as well as God, the Son of man and the öon of 
God, and called Jesus Christ; that he suffered, and was 
dead and buried, according to the Scriptures, and raised 
again by the Father, and taken back again into the 
heavens, and now sits at the right hand of the Father, 
about to come to judge the quick and the dead, from 
whence also he sent from the l;'ather, according to llis 
I De Præscr. c. 13. 2 De Virgo Vel. c. 1. 
"OL. I. (.l 
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promise, the Holy Spirit, the Paraclete, as the sanctifipr 
of the faith of those who believe in the Father and SOil 
and Holy Spirit." And he telh; us that "this rule had 
come down from the beginning of the gospel."! 
The summary given by Origen is as fi)llows;- 
" Since, therefore, many of t!lose who profess to beZirve 
in Christ disagree, not only in small points, and tho
e of 
no moment, but also in impo'J"tant points, and those of the 
highest moment; that is, either concerning God, or con- 
cerning the Lord Jesus Christ, or concerning the Holy 
Spirit; and not only concerning these, but also concern- 
ing others that are creatures; that is either concerning 
Dominions, or concerning holy Powers; it seems neces- 
saryon that account first to lay down a certain line and clear 
rule respecting each of these, and then afterwards to dis- 
cuss other points. For as, while many among the Greeks 
and Barbarians promised the truth, we left off seeking it 
among all those who delivered it according to their 0" n 
false notions, after that we believed that Christ was the 
Son of God, and were persuaded that it was to be learnt 
by us from him; so, since there are many who think that 
they understand the doctrines of Christ, and some of thcm 
may understand them differently from those who pre- 
ceded them, while, nevertheless, the ecclesiastical doc- 
trine (prædicatio) delivered from the Apostles, through 
the order of succession, and to this day remaining in the 
chur('hes may be preserved; that alone is to he believed 
as the truth, whid. in no respect disagrees with the eccle- 
siastical and apostolical tradition. But it is right that we 
should know that the holy .Apostles, when delivering the 
faith of Christ, with respect to some things, wlwfpvpr they 
considered tu be necessary they delivered most plainly to all, 
even to those who 
eemed slow in searching after divinc 
knowledge, lem.ing tlir full purport of tllrir dpc!arations to 
be enquired into by those who shouhl deserve the rxrrl- 
lent gifts of the Spirit, anll had ohtained, in an especial 
deg-ree, through the Holy S})irit himself, thc gift of 
I Adv. Prax. c. 2. 
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speech, wisdom, and knowledge: but with respect to 
other things, tlleY 
aid that they are so; but how or 
whence they are so, they give no account; in order that 
the more studious of those who should come after them, 
who might be lovers of wisdom, might have a subject for 
study, in which they might show the fruits of their under- 
standing; those truly who 
hould make themsßlves 
worthy and fit to receive wisdom. But the outlines 
(species) of those [truths], that are manifestly delivered in 
the preaching of the Apostles, are these; First, that there 
is one God, who created and made an things, and who, 
when nothing existed, brought the whole universe into 
heing, from the first creature and the foundation of the 
world, the God of all the saints, of Adam, Abel, Seth, 
Enos, Enoch, Noah, Shem, Abraham, Isaac, Jacob, the 
twelve Patriarchs, l\Ioses, and the Prophets; and that 
this God in the last days, as he had before promised hy his 
Prophets, sent our Lord Jesus Christ, first to call Israel, 
and then, after the treachery of the people of Israel, the 
Gentiles. This just and good God, the Father of our Lord 
.T esus Christ himself, gave the law, and the prophets, and 
the gospels, being also the God of the Apostles, and of 
tlJC Old and New Testament. Then, tlmt Jesus Christ 
himself who came was begotten of the Father before all 
creatures; who, after he had ministered to the Father in 
the creation of all things, for by him all things were 
made, in the last times depriving himself of his glory, 
being made man, was incarnate through God; and, 
when made man, remained what he was, God. He as- 
sumed a body 
imilar to our body, differing only in that 
it sprung from the Yirgin and the Holy Spirit. And 
that this J C:5US Christ wa::; born and suffered in reality, 
and not mercly in appearance suffered the death which is 
common to all; he was truly tlead ; for he truly rose from 
the rlcad, antI having conversed with his di'-ciples after 
his re
urrect.ion, \\a
 taken up into hea\Ten. Then further, 
they ha\-e det'laretI that the IIoly Ghost is associated in 
dig'uity amI hOl1ollr" ith t11f' Vather awl the 
on. III thi..; 
Q 2 
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it is not yet clearly discerned whether lw [i. e. the Holy 
Spirit] is to be cOlZside'red as begotten or not,l or a Son of 
God or not. But tliCse points ll're to be enquired into, as far 
as u;e are able, from the sacred Scripture, and to be inusti- 
gat('d by acute research. That that Spirit truly inspired 
all the saints, both the Prophets and Apostles; and that 
there was not one Spirit in the antients, and another in 
those who were inspired at the advent of Christ, is most 
clearly proclaimed (prædicatur) in the churches. J\Iore- 
over, that the soul, having a suhsistence and life of its 
own, when it shaH depart out of this world, shall be dealt 
with according to its deserts; and shall either enjoy 
eternal life and the inheritance of blessedness, if its deeds 
slmll ha ve afforded it this blessing, or shall be COlllmitted 
to eternal fire and punishmeut, if its wickedness shall 
have brought upon it such a fate; and, moreover, that 
there shall be a time of the resurrection of the dead, 
wl;en this body, which i
 now sown in corruption, shall 
rise in incorruption; and that which is sown in dishonour 
shall rise in glory. That, also, is declared in the eccle- 
siastical tradition (prædicatione), that every rational soul 
has a free cllOice and will; also that it has a conte
t to 
wage against the devil and his angels and opposing 
powers, because they strive to load it with sins; while we, 
if we live correctly and prudently, endeavour to free our- 
sel ves from such a burthen. 'Yhence it follows that we 
must understand that we are not subjected to necessity, 
so as to be compelled to do either good or evil against 
our inclination. For if we are free agents, ::,ome Powers 
may perhaps impel us to sin, anù others assist us in obtain.. 
ing salvation; but "e are not compelled by necessity 
eitlJer to do we]] or iII, as those think who say that the 
course and motions of the stars are the cause of human 
actions, not only of those which happen beyond the 
liberty of the will, hut also of those ,\ hich are placed 


I Such is Ruflinus's version, in which alone this work remains. But Je- 
rome (Ep. ad. A\'it. 124, Vall.) says the words were, "made or not made," 
which frum.Origen's btatemellts ('ls('"h(,l"(, was no doubt the ease. (See p. 241.) 
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within uur own power." I-Ie procee(ls to observe that, 
with re:'opect to the origin of the goul, there is no suffi- 
ciently clear te!õ;timony; 1 and add;:; ;-" Concerning the 
devil and his angels and evil Powers, the ecclesiastical 
tradition (prædi('atio) hath taught us that the)' exist; but 
w hat they are, 01. what is their nature, it has not suffi- 
ciently clearly explained. l\Iost, however, entertain the 
opinion that the devil was an angel, and having' become 
an apostate, persuaded very many angels to transgress 
with himself, who are still called his angels. Further, 
the ecclesiastical tradition (prædicatio) informs us that the 
world was made and had a beginning, and i
 to be de- 
stroyed for its wickednes5 But what was before this 
''"0 rId, or what shall be after the world, is not clearly 
known to many. For there i:; no ('leal' testimony con- 
cerning these things in the ecclesiastical tradition (vrædi- 
catione). Then, finally, that the Scriptures were written 
hy the Spirit of God, and have not only the sense which 
is apparent, but also another concealed from most. For 
those things that are described, are the outlines of cer- 
tain mysteries (sacramentorum) and the images of divine 
thing
. On this point the whole church is agreed that 
the whole law is spiritual, 1>ut that those things which 
the law intimate!õ; are not known to all, uut to those only 
to whom the gift of the Holy Spirit in the word of 
wisdom and knowledge is vouch.::afed . . .. That is 
also to be found in the ecclesiastical tradition, that there 
are certain angels of God and good Powers who minister 
to him in promoting the salvation of men; but when they 
,\ ere created, or of what kind they are, or what is the 
mode of their existence, is not sufficiently clearly pointed 
out. But with respect to the sun, and moon, and stars, 
whether they have souls or not, is not clearly delivered. 


I De anima vero utrum ex seminis traduce ducatur, ita ut ratio ipsius vel 
bllbstantia Í.\scrta ipsis seminibus corporalibus habeatur, an vero aliud habeat 
initium. et hoc ipsum initium si genitum cst aut non genitum. vel certe t;i 
cxtrin!'ccus corpori inditur, nccnc, non satill manifesta prædicatione distin- 
guitur. 
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It behO\'es, therefore, everyone who desires to form a 
connected statement and body [of theology] out of all 
these, to use such truths as elementary and fundamental, 
according to the precept that says, Enlighten yourselves 
with the light of knowledge, that by the aid of manifest 
and necessary positions, he may diligently search out, 
with respect to each individual point, what is the truth; 
and, as I said, may form one body by examples and affir- 
mations, either those which he may havp found in the 
IIoly Scriptures, or those which he may have discovered 
by diligent enquiry into consequences, and by the course 
of direct inference." 1 
These, as far as I am aware, are the only passages in 
the writings of the first three centurie8, (I might say a 
longer period,) in which we have anv statement of doctrine 
for which is claimed the universal COl1sent of the apostolical 
churches. There are doubtless ay'peals made to antient 
writers by subsequent Fathers in favour of certain doc- 
trines, as may be made now, but what I speak of is a 
claim to the consent of all the (qJost()lical elLU1'elteS. 
I would observe, then, upon these passages, first, that 
whatever force the argument from such alleged consent 
might have at that time, it comes before us in a very altered 
form. The grounds upon which the argument stood might 
then be verified. The churches appealed to were in exist- 
ence. The doctrine maintained by them might be ascer- 
tained. And until the argument was verified by such an 
inquiry into the grounùs upon which it stood, it had no 
claim even at that time to be received by any prudent 
man as infallible evidence, for in such statements as those 
we have quoted, there was nothing more than the persua- 
sion of one or two individuals, that a great number of 
distant communities of Christians held such and such 
doctrines. Place, then, the probability of the individual 
being rightly informed at what amount you please, you 
get nothing more than a probable testimony even for his 
contemporarie8 until they have verifieù his assertions. 
I Origen. Dc Princip. lib. I. Præf. Ope eù. Den. tom. I. pp. 47-49. 
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And after all, in those early days, when there were no 
public confessions of faith agreed upon by the churches, 
110w was their doctrine ascertained? Probably from the 
testimony of one or two of their clergy, or at best from 
the statements of their chief bishop. But is this sufficient 
evidence? 'V ould the statements of Archbishop 'Vhitgift 
and Archbishop Laud as to the doctrine of the Church of 
England, even in some of those points mentioned above 
by Origen, have been the same? Or will our opponents 
subscribe to the statements made by the English deputies 
at the Synod of Dort? 
And when we come to consider the argument as it now 
stands, its force is immeasurably reduceJ from what it 
t!ten was. For with us there is no possibility of verifying 
these statements. 'Ve have the bare word of their 
authors to depend upon; men who had but few means of 
information to what we now have; who could hardly have 
had even themselves the opportunity of verifying their 
statements, and therefore must have spoken in a great 
measure from general report; and moreover men whose 
writings have been exposed for ages to mutilation and 
corruption, and have confessedly suffered therefrom, as 
in the case of Irenæus and Origen can hardly be denied. 
However, then, we may regard their statements as 
tending to confirm the truth, and affording an additional 
motive to men to believe it, to put them forward as a 
divine informant is both unfair and unwise, calculated 
only to prejudice the truth in the eyes of thinking men, 
who may be doubtful respecting it, when they see our 
anxiety thus to 8tOp their l1louth8 and cut short their 
doubts by unfounded claims to evidence "practically in- 
fallible" in our favour. 
Every man of common experience in such matters will 
feel how liable these il1di viduals were to be warped by 
their own views and prejudices in their statements of the 
doctrine of the ..ApostolicaI churches. :Kay, I would con- 
fidcntly appeal to our opponents themselves, whether in this 
statemcnt of Origcll there is not distinct evidence of the in- 
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Huence of his own pri vate views in his remark as to tlip 
double sense of Scripture. And yet he puts it down de- 
finitiyely as a J?oint in which the whole church agreed; and 
consequently" hen he comes to the exposition of Scripture, 
he turns plain narratives into the most fanciful allegories. 
He is found fault with on this very ground by Jerome, 
who complains that he "makes his own fancies mysteries 
of tlie church." 1 If ave '" e not here a distinct proof that 
:such statemeuts cannot be fully depended upon? 
They are, in fact, when descending at all into particu- 
lars, too much like the large and general statements of 
the Romanists, as to the prevalence of their views, such, for 
instance, as that of the great opponent of Bishop Jewell, 
Harding, as to the prevalence of private masses, when he 

ays, "So it is all Greece O\Ter; so it is in Asia, in Syria, 
in Assyria, in Armenia, and wheresoever the religion of 
Christ is professed." (
ee J eweJl's Def. of Apol. Pt. 5, 
ch. 15. dive 1.) Eut is this to be quoted some thousand 
years hence in the absence of evidence to prove tbe asser- 
tion as sufficient to establish what is there stated, even 
thoug'h half a dozen others of the same persuasion ::,hould 
say the salllc? 
It is undeniable, imleed, that mauy of the best of the 
Fathers were very a pt to make large and general statements 
in favour of their views, wllÎch if examineù might often 
be shown to be exaggerated !statements even by the ùocu- 
ments that happen to remain to us; as, if necessary, I 
will show, but otherwise I have no wish to take a course 
which might diminish that respect which is their due. 
1 must aùd, however, that this statement of Origen ap- 
pears to me clearly to labour under this fault; particularly 
when I aùvert to the language of Tertullian, when de- 
livering the Creed quoted from him above, where he seems 
clearly to intimate that what was beyond the rule of filith 


I Ingenium suum facit ecclesiæ sacramenta. In b. lib. 5. Præt: Ope tom. 
4. col. 168. And were we to take Jerome'!; account (Ep. ad Avit.) of the 
work from which we have quotcd ahove, instead of Ruffinus's probably un- 
tllÏthful version, we shoulù finù Origen claiming the sanction of the church 
for vital error
. 




o DIVINE I.NFORMAN r. 



33 


he had givcn was not established as that rule was, but 
more open to investigation,l and, therefore, we way rea- 
sonaùly doubt whether Origen had any sufficient ground, 
half a century afterwards, to make that Creed two or three 
times longer, and pronounce so dogmatically as to the 

-\postolicity and universal reception of various other 
points. Such assertions partake of the infirmity of their 
authors. 
Nay, it appears to me that the first sentence of the 
third summary gi yen by Tertulliall is, to say the least, 
very open to an unorthodox interpretation; anù I con- 
fess more than open to it, in my opinion, because there is 
confirmatory evidence in favour of it in other parts of 
Tertullian's writings, and even in the same treatisc. He 
says,-" UnicLlm Deulll credilllus; sub Ilac tamen dispensa- 
tione quam æco/lomiam dicimus, ut unici Dei sit et filius, 
sermo ipsius," &c. These words may be understooù, I ad- 
mit, ill an orthoùox sense, but the question is, in what sense 
they were useù by TcrtulIian; and I shall show presently, 
that there are several passages in his works, indicating 
that the dispensation or æconomy of \\ hich he here 
speaks, was a temporary 8tate of existence, by which it 
would appear that he held the notion of, not a permanent 
but only, a dispensational and temporary tripersonality in 
the Godhead. His view, in a word, appears to have 
been somewhat like that of :\IarceUus. 2 
If such, then, is the case, we here see another specimen 
of the way in which the sentiments of the individual may 
influence his delivery of the faith preached by the Apo- 
stolical Churches. 
..At the very bcst, what is the real !:itate of the case 
with regard to thcse summaries? Clearly that all such 
statements are to be received with caution and reserve, as 
emanating from men who might not only be deceived 
when they made SUC
l large statements, but might, with 


I Dc Pl'æ8cr. c. 14. See a\:;o Ad\'. Marc. i. 
1. 
:l See Theodoret. Hærct. Fab. lib. ii. 
 JO. (ed. Schulæ, tom. i v. p. 336.) 
''rll"tOt'TO Tpta3a tKTtt/lJP.t/l1//I Kat (1)(f'Tfll.lI.OP.f:/l1//I Ka7'a litu.lþOpous O:ICO/lop.las. 
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the best intentions and an orthodox meaning, speak hastily, 
unguardedly, and incorrectly, and so as to give countenance 
to an error not in their minds at the time, and still les8, 
perhaps, in the minds of those to whom they were 
referring. And if so, it is quite clear that the consciences 
of men are not to be concluded and bound by such 
statements. 
Still further, (and most important it is to observe this,) 
tllese statements clearly place definite limits, and thnse nar- 
'I'OW limits, to the doctrines for which tlle consent of the early - 
c/turch can be with any decent show of probability pleaded. 
For, not to confine our
elves to those of Irenæl1s and 
Tertullian, which may be said only to be intended to re- 
fer to the most essential points, nothing can be clearer 
than that Origen here gives us as he supposes a definite 
list anù account of all the points for which the consent of 
the early church might he pleaded, and states that nothing 
beyond those points was capable of any such confirmation. 
Can there, then, be a greater absurdity than that any man 
living long after him should attempt to add to these other 
points of catholic consent? Surely at the very most we 
must be contented with Origen's list. 'Ve cannot in 
reason pretend to enlarge it. 
To claim, indeed, the consent of the early Apostolical 
Churches upon points about which there was, as far as we 
know, no discussion among them, but which subsequent 
heresies brought into notice, is evidently most unreason- 
able. True, we may perhaps find such a notice of those 
points in very early authors as may justly lead us to sup- 
pose that they held this or that view respecting them, 
anù this is to us as far as it goes a confirmation of the 
correctness of the view which they support. But I need 
not say that such indirect notices of points not in ques- 
tion, are but an indifferent proof of the sentiments even 
of the writers. 
N ow, with respect to these statements, it is obvious that 
there is harùly a point in dispute among Christians at the 
prescnt day that can be 8cttled by them, except, perhap
, 
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as to the article of the 'divinity of our Lord against those 
who consider lJÏm a mcre man. And, surely, no one will 
pretend t.o say that the)' are clearer upon this point than 
t;cripture is. 
The principal value of these summaries, as it appears to 
me, lies in the testimony they bear to the genuineness of 
the writings of the New Testament. It was not pre- 
tended by Irenæus or Tertullian, (whatever might be the 
case with Origen,) that tbey stated anything more than 
was to be found in the writings of the New Testament, 
but when the heretics denied the genuineness of parts of 
the Sacred \V ritings, these Fathers adduced as an argu- 
ment in favour of the doctrines contained ill them, that 
those doctrines were still preached in all the .L\ postolical 
Churches. And so we might argue now in a similar case; 
though with some abatement froUl the want of documents 
and proximity to Apostolical times, and other favourable 
circumstances ,vhich these writers enjoyed. That is, if 
anyone denied the genuineness of parts of Scripture in 
which the doctrines of the incarnation, resurrection, &c. 
as stated in these summaries, are delivered, we might 
argue from the widely extended acceptance and inculca- 
tion of such doctrines among the followers of Christ, from 
the earliest to the present times, that such doctrines formed 
part of tlJe Christian faith, and hence obtain an indirect 
argument for the genuineness of the parts questioned. 
\Vith us, however, who hold the genuineness and inspira- 
tion of the whole of these writings, it is both absurd and 
irreverent to the Divine Author of Scripture to be guided 
by all account of those doctrines given us by fallible men, 
instead of going at once to the Divine \V ord, and taking 
uur views from thence. 
And so thought the earliest writer we have subsequent 
to the 
\postolic age, Justin l\Iartyr, who says to Trypho 
whcll a hout to prove the divinity of Christ, "There are 

ome, I admitted, of Ollr community (yeJlovf:,) who con- 
fess that he l.J esus] is Christ, but attirm that he is a 
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man, born of men ; with whom I do not agree, nor should I 
et'en if tlte great majority of those U;11O are of my mcn re- 
ligion should say so, since we are commanded by Christ 
himself to be ruled by, not the doctrines of men, but 
those preached by the blessed prophets, and taught by 
1 . " 1 
11m. 
At the same time, I beg to be understood as main tam- 
ing that the evidence of patristical tradition forms a very 
important and powerful argument in favour of the correct- 
ne
s of any interpretation of Scripture so supported. 
Let us oLserve, how one of the earliest Fathers uses 
the argument. The writer to whom I allude is the Author 
of " The Little Labyrinth," composed against the heresy 
of Artemon about the commencement of the third cen- 
tury, and of which the following fragment is preserved 
by Ellsebius. "The heretics say," obsenTes this author, 
" that all the antients, and the Apostles themselves, both 
received and taught those things which they now affirm; 
and that the truth of the gospel (TOV "flPV1'pU;ot;;) was pre- 
served until the times of Victor, who was the thirteenth 
bishop of Rome from Peter; but that from the time of 
his successor Zephyrinus the truth was adulterated. And 
the remark would perhaps be probable but for that FIRST THE 
DIVINE SCRIPTURES OPPOSED THEM, and that there are writ- 
ings of CERTAIN BRETHREN older than the times of Victor, 
which they wrote against the heathen in defenceoft.he truth, 
and against the heresies of that time. I mean the writ- 
ings of Justin, and l\Iiltiades, and Tatian, and Clement, 
and many others, in all of which Christ is spoken of as 
God. For who is ignorant of the volumes of Irenæus, 
and l\Ielito, and the rest which speak of Christ as God 
and man? And how many psalms and hymns of brethren 
written by believers from the beginning praise Christ a
 
t.he ,V ord of God, and speak of him as God (TOJI À01'Oli TOV 
8wJV TOV XP'UTOV VflJlOVUL ÐeoÀo1'ovJln:ç)? How, therefore, is it 
possible, that when the doctrine recei,
ed by the church 
1 See the lla:o:;age in c. 10 below. 
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was preaehe(l so many years ago, all up to the time of 
Victor 
houlù have preached such doctrine as they say? 
And how is it that they are not ashamed to bring this 
false accusation against Victor, knowing well that V;ictor 
excommunicated Theodotus the tanner, the leader and 
father of this God-denying apostasy, who first maintained 
that Christ was a mere man. For if Victor, according to 
them, entertained such notions as their blasphemy teaches, 
how could he ha\"e cast out Tbeodotus the author of that 
heresy ?"l 
Now here are no high-sounding claims of ll1lÎl'eJ'sal 
consent, which even at that early period could not be 
strictly verified. No; these are left for the heretics to 
make, who, as we here plainly 
ee, liked the argument 
as well as others have done. But the matter is placed 
upon just and reasonable grounds. The claim of the 
heretics, that their doctrine was held and preached by the 
.,1postles and all their earliest followers, is denied, FIRST, 
BECAUSE THE DOCTm
E WAS OPPOSED TO SCRIPTURE, and 
secondly, because SO
IE of their earliest followers had left 
writings in which the contrary was maintained. Now 
this is precisely the ground taken by the reformers and 
their true followers. Heresy is refuted first by Scrip- 
ture, and then antiquity is appealed to in confirmation, 
to show that what is considered the orthodox doctrine, 
the correct interpretation of Scripture, is no nOL'elty, but 
has been held by many from the earliest times. In a 
worù, the argument from patristical tradition is pressed 
only so far as it can be maùe good. And I need not 
add, that if this was the Lest mode of arguing in the third 
century, we have infinitely stronger reason to adopt it 
now. 
This fragment, moreover, shows us how little we can 
rC'ly upon the assertions of individuals, that the catllOlic 
consent of the parly church was in f..'1.vonr of their \-iews; 
for here we see, that a direct claim was made to that 
con:Sl'nt at the comlllencement of the third century, a
 
I Euscb. II. E. v. 2ß. Routh Heliq. Sacr. yol. ii. pp. ï, 8. 
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favourahle to the heresy of Artemon, while Origcn (nearly 
a contemporary) claims it for the opposite doctrine. Both 
could not be right; and it would little advance the cause 
of truth to assert, that one party ,,,as to be be1ieved 
md 
the other not. .And as to proof, neither could prove 
their assertions, except so far as quotations from a few 
antient writers could prove them. Artemon, perhaps, 
could hardly have done that; and his orthodox opponent 
just quoted does not pretend to do more. 
Further; the heresy of Arius remains untouched by 
these statements, for he and his followers have always 
acknowledged the divinity of Christ, but have considered 
it as in certain respects inferior to that of the Father. 
Their heresy consists in drawing subtile distinctions be- 
tween the nature of the Father and the Son, against 
which these statements of the doctrine held Ly the 
Apostolical Churches prove nothing; because, though 'ice 
may believe that the term God is not properly applicahle 
as the .Arians have applied it, this is hardly more than a 
matter of opinion. 
l\Ioreover, as these summaries will afford us no help 
against the errors of Arius, neither will they against 
those of N estorius or Pelagius, or indeed scarcely any of 
the vexatæ qllæstiones that have agitated the church in 
modern times. 
By these statements, then, even admitting that they 
may be fuUy depended upon as infallibly correct, the doc- 
trines that can be supported by the catholic consent of 
the early church are reduced within an exceedingly nar- 
row compass, so narrow, that it is hardly worth disputing 
about whether that consent, as here represented, is to be 
regarded as hinding upon the conscience or not; for even 
as to the important point of the divinity of Christ against 
the Socinians, I suppose that he who can explain away 
the declarations of Scripture, that" t]}e \Y ord was God," 
&c., can as easily e:\plaiu away thp testimony borne to 
that truth in these statements. For as" an excellent writer, 
thoroughly con,-ersallt in these snl
jects" (as Bishop 



NO DIVINE INFORMANT. 


2:3D 


Horne caIJs him, whcn quoting the following testimony) 
has said, " Cannot one lmow that the Socinian interpreta- 
tion of John i. 1, and IIebr. i. 10, or of the texts relating 
to Christ's pre-existence, is not the mind of Scripture? 
Yea, one may know it as certainly as that a counter is not 
the king's coin, or that a monster is not a man."1 
In proceeding to consider the nature of the evidence 
which we possess in the writings that remain to us of the 
first three centuries, upon the points connected with Arian, 
l\Iacedonian, N estorian, Eutychian, Pelagian, and such 
like errors, in counexion ,vith our present subject, I am 
entering upon an examination which I would fain have 
been spared the necessity of making. l\Inch rather 
would I have been engaged in showing to those who may 
oppose the orthodox doctrine in these points, the strength 
of the evidence in favour of orthodoxy, than in showing, 
against those who are setting up unwarranted claims for 
the supreme authority and consciencp-biuding nature of 
that evidence as catllOlic consent and a divine informant, 
that it has no claim to such a character. To show the weak 
side of one part of the argument for truth is a painful 
task, and one which, no doubt, exposes one to the being 
placcd in the unenviable predicament of being quoted by 
the unorthodox as a friend of error, and abused by the 
hot and violent champions of orthodoxy as having aided 
the cause of heresy. I will not, however, allow myself 
to be deterred, even by the prospect of such a fate, from 
holding out a warning against placing truth in any de- 
gree upon a foundation that will not stand investigation. 
Our opponents seem to me like men who, when they 
have got a rock to build upon, prefer making their foun- 
dation partly of sand, and morcover putting the sand 
uppermost; and the consequence is, that even in points 
w here they may ha,'e got the right foundation under- 
neath them, their whole edifice is in danger, hecause, not 
satisfied with the rock, thc)' lllU:st have the sand abovc it. 


I np. Hornc's Scrmon at Cant. July 1, lil:l;. O....f. líÜfì. p. 1
. 
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I think, then, that I shall do no harm, if I persuade those 
who are about to build for themselves, to be satisfied with 
the rock; and this I shall best do, by showing them that 
what our opponents have added to the rock is as a FOUN- 
DATION little better than sand. It may be very useful to 
aid them in the construction of the building, but it will 
not bear the house. 
First, then, as to the doctrine of the Trinit.y. 
Do we find catholic consent among the writings that 
remain to us of the first three centuries, even upon this 
fundamental point? Let us inquire. 
First as it respects t.he Divinity of the Holy Spirit. 
There are, no doubt, most clear and satisfactory testi- 
monies to this point to be found in some of the writers of 
this period; a fact which, I trust, every reaùer will bear 
in mind, while I proceed to point out other authors of 
this period who ha\Te borne a contrary testimony. 
Thus, for instance, Cyprian says, " If a person may he 
baptized among the lleretics, he may also obtain the 
remission of his sins. If he has obtained the remission 
of hi!' sins, he is also sanctified, and maùe the tcmple of 
God. I ask of what God? Ifofthe Creator, it is impos- 
sible, for he has never believed in him; if of Christ, 
neither can he be his temple, who denies Christ to be 
God; if of the Holy Spirit, since the three are one, how 
can the Holy Spirit be at peace with him who is the 
enemy either of the Father or the Son."1 
Nothing can be clearer than this; and many other 
similar testimonies might be brought from the writers of 
this perioù. But as our opponents claim the consent of 
an the .writers of the primitive catholic church for it, onr 
present object is to show the error of this notion, by 


1 N am si baptizari quis apud hæreticos potuit, uti que et remissam peccatorum 
consequi }Jotuit. Si peccatorum remis;;am consecutus est et sanctilìcatus est et 
ternplum Dei factus est. Quæro, cujU!
 Dei? Si Creatoris, non potuit, qui in 
eum non credidit: fi Christi, nec hujus fieri potest tempI urn qui negat Deum 
Christum: si Spiritus Sancti, cum tres unum sint, quomodo Spiritus Sanctus 
placatus esse ei potest, qui aut Patris aut Filii inimicus e:;t? C.rpl'ian. Ep. 
73. ed. Pamel. Co!. Agr. lGJ7. p. )06. 
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pointing out writers of the catholic church who cl
livered 
in their writings unorthodox doctrine on tlIis point. 
Thus, then, speaks Origen. He is commenting on 
I JolIn i. 3. "All things were made by him;" and he 
says,-" Since it is true that all things were made by 
him, we must inquire whether the Holy Spirit was made 
by him. For I think that he who says that it [the Holy 
Spirit] was made, and who admits the truth of the decla- 
ration, " all things were made by him," must necessarily 
embrace the notion that the Holy Spirit was made by the 
,V ord, the Word being more antient than the Spirit. 
But with him who is unwilling to believe that the Holy 
Spirit was made by Christ, and yet judges what is con- 
tained in this gospel to be true, it folJows that he must 
call the Spirit unbegotten [or, uncreatedJ. But besides 
these two, him namely whð believes that tbe Holy Spirit 
was made by the "r ord, and him who supposes him to be 
uncreated [or, unbegotten], there may be a third who 
holds that there is no proper personal existence of the 
Holy Spirit distinct from the Father and the Son . . . . 
'Ve truly believing that t.here are three Persons, the 
Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit, and believing that 
there is notbing unbegotten [or, uncreatedJ 1 but the 
Father, receive as the most pious and true the opinion, 
that of all the things made by the 'V ord the Holy Spirit 
is the most honourable, and ranks higher than all the 


1 In this and two preceding places I have intimated a doubt as to the reaù- 
ing. .My reason is this, that it appears to me that in all of them we must, 
from the nature of the sentence, read the same word, that is, in all these 
places we must either read llncreated or 1lnbegntten, which words in the Greek 
differ only in one letter, being a")'fV7}TOV and a")'fVV7}TOV, and, as Dr. Burton 
(On Trin. p. 99) says. "the evidence of 1\188. is very little in these case!'." 
He adds, sreakinH of the first tlro cases, ., I should be inclined to read 
a")'fV7]TOV in both places," not observing, I think, that if so \\ e must probaHy 
read a")'fV7]TOV, or, 1lncreated, in the third place, which affects the real divinity 
of the Son, from which error Dr. n. has endeavoured to rescue Origen, hut of 
which he is vehemently accused by some of t}le best authorities of the early 
church, as I shall notice presently. It 31'pear8 to me that "")'fV7]TOV is pro- 
bably the truo rcading in all three places. 
VOL. I. R 



242 


PATRISTICA L TRA D[TION 


things made by the Father through Christ. And perhaps 
this is the reason that he is not ('aUed the very Son of 
God, tJ)e only-begotten alone being originally by nature 
Son, who appears to have been necessary to the Holy 
Spirit, ministering to the formation of his person, not 
only with respect to his existence, but with respect to his 
being wise, and endued with reason, and just, and every- 
thing which we ought to suppose him to be, according to 
the participation of those qualities of Christ which we 
have already mentioned." 1 
And again, soon after, he twice repeats that tbe Holy 
Spirit was made by tbe 'V ord or Logos. 2 
It appears to me a waste of worùs to attempt to re- 
concile this passage with the orthodox doctrine. Nor 
am I aware of any clear and decisive passage to be 
found in Origen in oppositien to the statement here 
made, and in support of the orthodox doctrine, except, 
perhaps, in those translations of his works by Ruffinus, 
which on such a point are of no authority, as having been 
notoriously altered by the translator. And, further, when 
we find that such men as Jerome, Basil, Epiphanius and 


J E!ETaIJ'T'EOJl 1>E, M."l}OWS OJI'TOS 'TOV, 1TaJlTa 1>L' aUTOV E-YEIIETO, EI /Cal 'TO 1TIIEvp.a 'TO 
á-YIOII lit' aUTOV E-YEIIETO. OIP.at -yap ðn 'TW P.EJI tþarT/CoIITL -YEVT/TOJI atJ70 ELllal, /Cal 
1TpotEP.EIIW 'TO, 1TallTa 1>L' aUTOU E-YEJlETO, a.va-y/CaLOII1Tapa1>fi!curOal ðn 'TO á-YIOII 1TIIEU- 
p.a 1>10. TOU Ao-yov fi-YEllfi'TO, 1TPErTßUTEpoV 1Tap' aV'TO TOV Ao-yov TV'ì'xalloIlTos. Tw 1>E 
p."l) ßOVÀOP.EJlW 'TO á-YloJl 1TIIEvp.a 1>10. 'TOU XplrTTOU -YE-YOJlEJlal, E1TETal 'TO a-YEIIJI'T}TOII 
aUTO ÀE-YELII, M."l}O"l} 'To. Ell TCI1 EUU-YYEÀICI1 'T0V'TCI1 ELllal KpJIIOJlTI. ElJ'T'al 1>E TIS /Cal 
Tpl'TOS 1Tapa TOUS 1>uo, 'TOil 'TE 1>10. 'TOV &-YOII 1Tapa1>Exop.EIIOJl 'TO 1TIIEvp.a TO à-YLOJI 
'YE-YOJlEllal, /Cal 'TOil aoyEJITl'TOII aUTOII EwaL fnrOÀ"p.ßaIlOIlTa, 1>o-yp.anrCl111 P."l}1>E OVrTIUJI 
TLlla 11>lall {,tþErTTaJlal 'TOU à-yLOV 1TJlEvp.aTos E-rfpall 1Tapa 'TOil 1TaTfpa /Cat 'TOil {,LOJI 
. . . . . 'HP.EIS j.LfiIlTot-YE 'TpEIS fnrOrTTarTEIS 1TEI80P.EJlOI 'TV')'XaIlEw, 'TOil naTEpa, /Cal 
TOJI {/JOJl, leal 'TO à-YLOJI 1TJlEVp.a, /Cal a-YOJl1]ToII P."l}1>EJI ETEpOJl 'TOU naTpos EIJlal 
1TlrTTEVOJI'TES, &s EUrTEßEuTEPOJl /CaL aÀ "l}8ES, 1TpOrTIEp.f!Oa TO, 1TallTCI111 1>1(( 'TOV &-yOU 
-YEJlOP.EJlCI1J1, TO á-YLOJI 1TJlEup.a 1TU.IITCI111 Eweu 'TIP.LCI1TEpoll, /Cal Ta
EL 1TaIlTCI1J1 TCI1J1 
fnro TOV naTpos 1>10. XplrTTOU -YE-YEJl1]P.EJlCI1I1. Kal 'Taxa àtJ7"l} ErTTLII 7} al'Tla 'TOV p."l} 
leat aUTOUIOJl XP1]P.aTlrEIJI TOU ÐEOV, J.LOJlOV 'TOV P.OIlO"jEJlOVS tþUrTEL ÕIOV apX"l}8EJI 'TV')'- 
xallollTos, OÕ XfYI1r ELII EOIKE TO á-YloJl 1TJlEvp.a, 1>la/COJlOVIITOS aUTOU '1'1) Ô7rOrTTarTEL, 
OV P.OIlOIl fiLS 'TO EIJlal, M.Àa /CaL rTOtþOIl Elval, Kal ÀO-YI/cOJl, /Cal 1>1/CaLOJI, /Cal 1Tall lYn- 
7rOTOUII )(P"l) a\/'TO JlOELII 'TV')'X""ELII, /CaTa P.ETOX"l}JI TCI1J1 7rpOElp1]P.EJlWJI 7]p.w XplrTTOU 
nrwOLCI1". ORIG. Comment. in Johann. tom. ii. S 6. Op tom. iv. pp. 60-G
. 

 To 7rIlEU/-4" -Yfill"l}TOJl Oil 1>la TOIJ Ao-you -YE-YOJln'al. lb. p. G2. and see p. G3. 
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Photins, all agree in condemning his sentiments on the 
subject of the divinity of the Son and Holy Spirit as un- 
sound, can we suppose that there was no ground for the 
accusation? 
Of Pier ins also, who is sait.! to have succeeded Origen in 
the school of Alexandria, Photius informs us, that in his 
writings" he delivers very dangerous and impious doc- 
trine concerning the Spirit, for he affirms that he is in- 
ferior in glory to the Father and Son," 1 adding a charge 
against him of other errors. 
The same charge is brought by Photius against Theog- 
nostus. 
 
N or can N ovatian be freed from the same error. For 
in his work on the Trinity, not only does he say that 
" every spirit is a creature," 3 but he caBs the Paraclete 
" inferior to Christ,"4 and when treating expressly, in the 
latter part of his treatise,5 of the Holy Spirit, he never 
shows him to be God, or speaks of him as God, though 
he had before proved at large of the Father and the Son, 
that they were God; and towards the conclusion affirming 
that the Father anù Christ, though both Goù, are but one 
God, and rebutting the accusation he alleges to have been 
brought against him, that he thus made two Gods, he 
takes no notice of the Holy Spirit, nor joins him with 
Christ in the unity of the Godhead. 6 These passages are 
referred to by Pamelius, who was well able to pronounce 
judgment in such a case, as showing the unorthodox clm- 
racter of his sentiments on this point. A nd still further, 


J nlõpl }.tEIITOI TOV nlllõv}.taTOS E7rIUtþaÀWS }"Iall Kal 
VUUIõßWS 
o-y}.taTlçEl, VrrOßE- 
ßT/KEllal -yap aVTO 'TT/S 'TOV naTpos Kal ''ì''IOV a7rocþa.UKEL ðO
T/s. PHOTo Biblioth. 
Art. 119. col. 300. ed. 1653. 
2 lb. Art. 106. col. 280. 
3 Omnis Spiritus crcatura cst. c. 7. ed. Pamel. cum Ope Tertull. CoI. Agr. 
Hìlï. fol. 

 l\1inor Christo Paracletus. c. 
4. ih. 

 See c. 29. 
6 
('(' c. :lll. 
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this very treatise is said by Ruffinus,l to have been circu- 
lated by the 1\Iacedonians, the deniers of the divinity of 
the Holy Spirit, as favourable to their cause. 
Of Lactantius, 'We are told by Jerome, that" in his 
writings, and especially in his letters to Demetrian, he 
altogether denies the entity of the Holy Spirit, and by a 
Jewish error says that he is to be referred either to the 
Father or the Son, and that the holiness of each person 
is pointed out under his name." 2 
And, lastly, the same Father, Jerome, tells us, "lJfany 
THROUGH IGNORANCE OF THE SCRIPTURES assert (as also 
Firmianus does in the eighth book of his Letters to De- 
metrian) that the Father and Son are often called lIoly 
Spirit. And while we ought clearly to believe in a 
Trinity, they taking away the third Person imagine it to 
be not a hypostasis of the Trinity, but a name." 3 
And if we include Eusebius (whose orthodoxy is stoutly 
contended for by some) among these Fathers, we shall find 
a passage precisely similar to that of Origen. lIe tells 
us that the Holy Spirit is "one of those things that were 
made by the Son, for 'all things were made by him,''' 
and he adds that this is the doctrine of "the catholic and 
llOly church." 4 
Further, as to any notion of the correct orthodox doc- 


1 Apol. pro Orig. Inter Ope Oríg. ed. Ben. tom. iv. App. p. 53. 
2 Lactantius in Iibris suis et maxime in Epistolis ad Demetrianum Spiritus 
Sancti omnino negat substantiam, et errore J udaico dicit eum vel ad Patrem 
referri vel Filium et sanctificationem utriusque Personæ sub ejus nomine 
demonstrari. HIERON. Ep. ad Pammach. et Ocean. 
 7. Ep.84. Vall. 41. 
Ben. 65. al. 
3 1\Iulti perimpel'itiam Scripturarum (quod et Firmianus in octavo ad De- 
metrianum "Epistolarum Iibro facit) asserunt Spiritum Sanctum sæpe Patrem 
øæpe Filium nominari. Et quum perspicue in Trinitate credamus, tertiam 
Personam auferentes non Bubstantiam ejus volunt esse, sed nomen. ID. In 
Ep. ad Gal. lib. ii. In c. 4. ver. 6. ed. Vall. Ven. tom. vii. col. 450. 
4 To 8E 7rapaKJ..:1rrOJl nVlõv,ua, OVTE 0IõOS, OVTIõ 'TLos. 1õ7rIõL,u7j IõK TOV nCl.TpOS ð,uOLWS 
TW 'Tlw KLU U.VTO T7jV '}'EVIõULJ! IõIÀ7JtþIõV. 'Ev 1)1õ TL Twv1)La TOV 'T,OV '}'IõVO,uIõVWV TV'}'- 
XCLVt:I, lYr, Kal 7rallTa1)L' aVTOV lõ'}'EVIõTO, KaL xwpu aUTOV lõ'}'IõVETO OV1)1õ Év. TaUTa 
}J.EV OVJI T7jS KaØoÀIfC1)s KaL å'}'Las EKKÀ7jULa.s &81õ 7r7j 1)10. TWV 8EIWV <<þwvwV7rapaliL1)o- 
TaL TO. }J.VCTT7jpLa. EusEB. De Eccles. Theolog. lib. iii. c. 6. p. 1 i,I). (Col. 
1688.) 
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trine having been handed down to posterity by the catho- 
lic Fathers of this period, as a body, it is thus summarily 
overthrown by Basil, who denies that there was any such 
delivery of it to be found in the writings of those Fathers 
even in !tis time. For he says, that the question respect- 
ing the Holy Spirit having been passed over in silence by 
the antients [i. e. comparatively, for there were some 
exceptions], through its not having been opposed, was lift 
unexplained, and therefore that he would proceed to dis- 
cuss it agreeably to the mind of Scripture;1 and though he 
here says that it was passed over in silence through its 
not having been opposed, this is in contradiction to his 
o"Tn testimony elsewhere, for he has accused Origen, '2 (if, 
at least., the latter part of the book on the Holy Spirit is 
his,) and certainly Dionysius of _ilexandria, 3 of having in 
their writings delivered unorthodox doctrine respecting 
the Holy Ghost; and hence it was probably, viz. from the 
neglect of the early Fathers on this point, that, in the 
time of Basil, the opponents of the orthodox doctrine ac- 
cused the catholics of introducing novel doctrine when 
they insisted on the divinity of the IIoly Spirit. 4 
}"urther, as it respects the full orthodox doctrine of the 
divinity and generation of Christ, have we sud) consent? 
I admit with thankfulness that against the Socinians the 
testimony of those that remain to us of the Catholic 
Fathers is, if we take their works, as they ought to be 
taken, as a whole, unanimous. But that their witness is 
one whit stronger or more precise than that of several 
passages of Scripture, and upon which by the way their 
tc:stimony &eems grounded, I utterly deny. But have we 
such te:stimony for the full orthodox doctrine on this 
point? Let us inquire. 
I begin with 'Tatian, whose "Oration against the 


I E1TE15'115E TO JlUJI UJlC1.Ku1}C1.V 7ra.pU TWJI C1.H fCC1.IJIO'TO!-4EIJI E7r1 XEIPOVJlTWJI ç'7jT'I1!-4 U ' 
7rC1.pC1. UIW7r 'l1 6 EJI TOI
 7rC1.ÀC1.I, 51C1. TO C1.VC1.VTlPP1/TOJl, u51a.p6pWTOJl fCC1.TEÀEltþ67] (ÀE')'W 5'11 
TO 7rEpl TOU å')'IOU 7rVEU!-4C1.TO
) 7rpOUTl6E!-4EJI TOV 7rEpl TOVTOU ÀO')'OJl C1.KoÀou6ws T'I1 
T'I1 S ')'pC1.O:Þ1/S EJIJIOIC1.. ß.\:-.IL. Ep. l.:;!). tom. iii. p. 248. 
2 De Spiro Sanct. c. 
9. 
 73. tom. iii. lip. Gl, 2. 
3 Ep. 9. tom. iii. p. 91. See the pa:s:s.'lge pp. 
ï9, 80, below. 
4 Sce 
 7 of this chapter, helow. 
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Greeks" was written before his defection to the heresy 
of ,r alentinus. He speaks thus ;-" God was in the be- 
ginning; but the beginning we have understood to be 
the power of reason. For tbe Lord of the Universe being 
himself the subsistence of all things,1 was, as it respects the 
non-existence of creation at that time, alone. But inasmuch 
as be was all Power, and was himself the subsistence of all 
things visible and invisible, with him were all things; for 
with him through his power oj reason the 'Y ord himself 
also who was in him subsisted. But by the wiII of his 
sing]e-mindedness the ,V ord comes forth; but the 'V ord 
not having proceeded from him in vain, becomes the first- 
born work of the Father. This we know to be the begin- 
ning of the world. But he [the 'V ord] was produced by 
distribution not abscission. For that which is cut off is 
separated and taken away from the first; but that which 
arises by distribution, having assumed an æconomical 
condition, does not leave that from which it is taken des- 
titute of it. For as from one torch many flames are pro- 
duced, but the light of the first torch is not lessened by 
the ignition of many torches, thus also the "r ord having 
come forth from the power of the Father, did not leave 
him who begot the \Y ord destitute of it. For also I 
speak and you hear. And yet I who address you do not 
by any means become destitute of my word through the 
transmission of it." 2 


1 As Tertullian says, " Ipse sibi et mundus et locus et omnia." 
2 e
OS 7J1I 
II apX7J, T7J1I l>
 apX7J1I ÀO-Yov l>Ulla}lLII 7rap
IÀ7}cþap.
II. '0 -yap l>
U7rO- 
T'T}S TCAJII ðÀCAJII avros lnruPXCAJII TOV 7raIlTOS 
 lnrol1TautS, KaTa }l
1I T7J1I }l7}l>
7rCAJ -Yf-Y
- 
JI7)}l
JI7)II 1fOt7}Utll /.I.OIIOS 7J1I. KaOo ð
 7raua ðVlla}lts, ðPUTCAJJI T
 Kat aOpUTCAJJI avros 
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IIere the ,V ord seems clearly represented to have been 
produced but just before the creation of the wOI.ld, as a 
personal agent, and before his birth for the formation of 
the world to have existed only in the reason of the Father. 
This is a doctrine which several of the early Fathers 
whose writings remain to us have delivered, and particu- 
larly Tertulliall as we shall see presently. But it is cer- 
tainly contrary to the doctrine of the co-eternity of the 
Son with the Father as Son, and as a personal agent. 
There are also other expressions in this passage not very 
agreeahle to the orthodox doctrine, such as that the \V ord 
is "the firstborn 'Work of the Father," and that the distri- 
bution (to use his own word) of the Godhead into t.hree 
Persons was an æconomical state of the GoJhead; on 
which matter we shall have SOUle further remal.ks to 
make when we come to consider the testimony of Ter- 
tullian. l 
The same doctrine is delivered by 
\thenagoras, who 
Hays of" the Son," that" he is the first-born of the Father, 
not as a created being, (for, from the beginning, God- 
being an eternallllind-lwd the JVord (or Reason) in ltim- 
self, being endued with reason from eternity,) but as having 
come forth to be tbe form and energy of all material 
things," &c. 2 And in the words immediately preceding, 
he says, that" the 
ou of God is the Father's reason (or 
word) in form and action."3 So that the gcnel.ation of 
the Son is the putting forth of the Father's reason in 
action, as a personal agent for the work of creation. 


(fO}.UÀWJI 1..O"YOU "yLJlop.at. TATlAN. Contr. Græc. Orate 
 5, Eù. Den. pp. 24;,8. 
The words (fUJI aUTW "yap arc put hy the Benedictine editors within brackets as 
of doubtful authority, but without any suftil'ient ground. I have interpreted 
1..O"yos, in tbe first place in which it occurs, reasou, for which rendering see 
the ohservations on Tertullian. 
I In connexion \\ith these remarks sce the dissertation on Tatian at the cnd 
of \V orth's edition. Sce also Cave, Hist. Lit. 
2 npc.orroJl "yfJlVT/p.u ftval TW naTpl, OUX &Is "}'fJlOP.fVOJl (f
 upX7]S "yap ð 0fOS 
JlOUS atðtos WJI, ftXfJl aUTOS fJl 
aUTw TOJI AO"yoJl, alðtws 1..O"ytKOS WJI) a.À1..' &Is TW: 
Ó1..IKWJI 
UP.1TaJl'TWJI . . . tðfU Kat fVfp"yfta ftval 1rpof1..8WJI. Athcllag. Leg. pro 
Christian is. 
 10. Ed. lien. p. 2H7. 
J E(f'TtJl ð ótoS TOU 0fOll 1..o-yos TOU naTpos tJl lðfa KtU tJlfp"yfla. 
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So Theophilus of Antioch. "God, therefore, having 
his 'V ord within him in his own bowels, brought him 
forth, having given birth to him with his wisdom, before 
all things. This 'V ord he had as his minister in the 
creation of his works, anù by him he made all things." I 
And again ;-.' The God anù Father of the universe is 
not comprehensible within any. fixed space, and is not 
found in any certain place. For there is no place of his 
rest. But his \Y ord, by \V horn he made all things, being 
his power and wisdom, assuming the appearance of the 
Father and Lord of the universe, was present in Pa- 
radise in the form of God, and conversed with Adam. 
For the Divine Scripture itself also teaches us that when 
Adam spoke, he heard a voice; but what else is this voice, 
than without doubt the \V ord, which is of God, who is 
also his Son 1-not in the sense that poets and mytholo- 
gists speak of sons of Gods . . . but as truth declares, 
as the 'V ord that was always laid up within in the heart 
of God. For, before that anything existed, he had this 
['YoI'd] as his counsellor, being his mind and understanding; 
but when God wished to make the things he had resolved 
upon, he brought forth tltis lVord as an external TVord, 
born before the whole creation; not being himself ren- 
dered destitute of his 'YoI'd, but, after having generated the 
'" ord, being still always in comlllunion with his 'V ord." 2 


1 EXWJI OVJI ð Seos TOJI 
aV7"ov 1I.0-YOJl eJllitafJeToJl eJl TOlS t
WtS u7rÀa-YXJlots, Ej'eJl- 
Jl7]ueJl aV7"OJl p.fTa T7]S faV7"OV uolþtas f
epfv
ap.fJlOS 7rpO TWJI ðÀwJI. TOV7"oJl TOJllI.cryOJl 
fUXfJl lnrovP-YOJl TWJI lnr' aV7"OV -Yf-YfV7]P.fJlWJI, Kat lit' aV7"OV Ta 7raJITa 7rf7rOt7]KfJl. 
. THKOPH. Ar\TIOCH. Ad Autol. lib. ii. 
 10. Ed. Ben. p. 355. 
2 '0 p.eJl Seos Kat naTi/p TWJI óÀWJI axwp7]TOS fun, Kat fJl T07rW OVX 
VptUKeTat. 
OV -yap fun T07rOS T7]S KaTa7raVUfWS aV7"Ov. '0 lif II.cryOS aVTOV, lit' oÓ Ta 7raJITa 
7rf7rot7]Kf, liVJlap.lS WJI Kat uo<þta aVTOV, aJlaJ\.ap.ßaJlwJI TO 7rpOUW7f'OJl TOV naTpos Kat 
Kvpwv TWJI bÀwJI, oVros 7rape-YtJlfTO HS TOJI 7rapaliftUoJl fJl WPOUW7f'W TOV SfOV, Kat 
WP.tÀft TW Aliap.. Kat -yap aV7"7] -h fJHa -ypa<þ7] litliaCJKft -hp.as TOJI Aliap. Àf-YOJITa 
T7]S <ÞW"7]S u.K7]KOfJlat <þWV7]lif n aÀÀo fUnJl, aÀÀ' 7] 0 1I.0-yos ð TOV Seov, ðs fun 
Kat vlos aV7"OV, OVX WS 017r0t.",.at Kat p.vfJu-ypa<þot Àf-YOVUtV vlovs SeWJI fK UVJlovutas 
-YfJlJlW}J.eJlOVS, aJ\.Àa ws aÀ7]fJEta lit71-YHTat, TOJlII.O-YOJl TO" OJlTa lita7raJITOS fJllitafJfTov 
fJl Kaplita TOV 0fOV. npo -yap n -yiJlfU8at, TOVTOJI ftXf Uvp.ßOVÀOJl, faV7"OV JlOVJI 
Kat <ÞPOJl71UtJI oJITa. '07rOTf lie 7]fJeÀ7]UfJl ó 0eos 7rOt71uat óua fßovÀfvuaTo, TOIYTOJI 
TOJllI.cryOJl e-YfJlVllUe wpO<þOptKOJl, WpWTOTOKOJl waCJ7]s IC'rtUfWS, ov KfJlWfJftS aV7"OS TOV 
^u-Yov, a
Àa lI.o-YOJl -YfJlV71CJQ.S Kat TW 1I.0-YW :taTOO lita7raJITos op.tÀWJI. Jb. 
 :.!:!. 
1'. :1(i5. 
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Here again it can hardly be maintained that the Ao')'ot 
t:JIðtaBt:TO<:, the internal 'V ord, when existing only as "the 
mind and understanding" of the Father existed as a person 
distinct from the person of the Father; and the genera- 
tion of the L\oyo<: 7rpO
OpL"O<:, the external 'V ord, is traced 
to a voluntary act of the Father, taking place just before 
the creation of the world. 
And here I would observe that in all these statements, 
as in others which we shall notice presently, the genera- 
tion of the 'Y ord or Son, is represented as an act of the 
Father's will, contingent upon his conceiving the purpose 
of creating the world. 1 
A öimilar generation of the 'Y ord is also asserted by 
Hippolytus, and in terms which seem clearly to indicate 
that before that generation, he had not a distinct and per. 
sonal existence. For, after speaking of this generation 
in terms "Very similar to those we have already quoted, he 
observes, "And THUS there was present to him [i. e. the 
Father] anotlter. But when I say another, I do not mean 
two Gods, but as light from light, or as water from a 
fountain, or as a ray from the sun." 2 
It is quite true that Bishop Bull has attempted to re- 
concile these statements with the orthodox doctrine. 
'Yhether he has eXplained thenl correctly, I leave the 
reader to judge. 
But supposing that his interpretation of them is the 
right one, it does not appear to me to vindicate their 
orthodoxy. 
In whichever way we understand them, they appear to 
me to be irreconcileable with the orthodox doctrine. For 
if, as some think, and as the expressions used would cer- 
tainly lead me to conclude, these Fathers held that the 
,V ord or öon did not exist as a Persun, until the genera- 


I That these statements are PJatonic rather than Christian, is allowed by 
Le Quien and Lumper. See Lump. Hist. Crit. Patr. vol. 3. pp. 170, &s. 

 Kal oVrws 7rapIUTaTO a\ITw fTfpOS. 'ETfpOJl lif Àf'YWJI OV Buo 0fOVS Àf'YW, 
a.ÀÀ' WS fþws fK fþWTOS, K. T. À. IIIPPOL. Contr. Noct. nUID. 10. Ed. }'abric. 
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tion of which they here speak, which is unquestionably 
a generation for the purposes of creation, they certainly 
spoke contrary to the generally-received orthodox doc- 
trine. But if, on the other hand, they intended by these 
statements, as Bishop Bull supposes, to intimate the ex- 
istence of the 'V ord as a Person in the Father, before the 
generation of which they ]Jere speak, then their statements 
amount to a maintenance of the doctrine of an original 
and essential plurality of persons in the Godhead, which 
is equally unorthodox. 1 For they say that the 'V ord or 
Reason (Àoyuç) was always in the Father, because the 
Father was always endued with reason (ÀOYtKO
), and as 
being his "mind and intelligence." N ow the Divine 
Being was originally and essentially endued with reason 
(ÀOï'lKOC;); and hence, according to these authors, the 
'V ord or Reason was originally and essentially in the 
Father. If, therefore, we suppose that they meant that 
the 'V ord (Àoyoc;) existing thus originally and essentially 
in the Father was a Person, their language implies that 
there is an original and essential plurality of persons in 
the Godhead. There is nothing in these statements to 
bear out the ingenious fiction of Bishop Bull, that by the 
generation of which they speak, their authors meant a 
figurative or metaphorical generation succeeding to a 
prior and eternal generation. Nay, on the contrary, they 
speak of this generation as that by which the Son became 
the first begotten of the Father. Consequently, if he ex- 
isted as a Person in the Father before this, he existed, 
not as one generated of the Father, but as one origi- 
nally existing as a Second Person in the Godhead; and 
thus as being equally with the Father, underived and with- 
out a beginning. 
I "There can be but one Person originally of himself subsisting in that in- 
finite Being, because a plurality of more persons so subsisting would necessa- 
rily infer a multiplicity of gods. . . . 'Vhcrefore it necessarily followeth that 
.J esus Christ, who is ccrtainly not the Father, cannot be a Person subsisting 
ill the Divine nature originall;y of him8df
" PEARSON, EXJ!08. of Creell, 
1'1'. '203, 4. ell. Dob
on. 
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Let us compare with them the language of J l1stin 
l\Iartyr. He says that" before all created things, God 
begot a certain rational power (lvvulur;: ÀOYLl:'1) of himself," 1 
which he proceeds to say is called by the various names 
of the Son, the 'V ord, &c. This generation of the Son, 
is evidently the same as that spoken of by the authors we 
have just quoted; and is clearly no figurative or metapho- 
rical generation, but the generation of the Son, which is 
here described (as it appears to me) as a putting forth of 
that" rational power" that always existed in the Father, 
as a personal agent; for if this rational power, as it pre- 
viously exi::;ted in the Father, was a personal agent, then 
there was an essential plu
ality of persons in the God- 
head; and the hecond Person was essentially and origi-. 
nally, and not by generation, in the Godhead; which is 
contrary to the orthodox doctrine: for though the essence 
of the Son existed originally in the Father, and was not 
begotten of him, the person of the Son was begotten of 
the Father. 
Nay, more; I would put it to the reader whether the 
language of these writers is not such as clearly to show 
that they considered the generation of which they here 
speak, to be the donation of personality (if I may so 
speak) to the 'V ord by the Father, particularly that of 
I-lippolytus. And their idea seems to have been that the 
putting forth of the Father's reason as a personal agent, 
was like a lighted torch igniting another; which act of 
ignition does not diminish the light of the first torch, but 
is, as it were, an extension or distribution of the orio'inal 
b 
flame; and so the rational þower of the Father was not 
diminished by this distribution of it. 
N or is the argument of Bishop Bull against this, de- 
ri vell from their speaking of the \V ord or :;011 as 1m ving 
been always in the Father, of any avail; because their 
words may apply to the essence, aUti not the person; and 
\\ hen they say that the word or reason, Aoyoç, was always 
in the FHthcr, becllww the Fathcr was always and origi- 
I Dial. cum T .,)'1'h. 
 IìJ. p. 1 j7. ed. DClI. 
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nally rational, 
()'Yuw
, it seems clear that they were in- 
tended to be so applied. And it is undeniable that such 
expressions were used in that sense; as, for instance, by 
Paul of Samosata, who, as Dr. Burton 1 tells us, "be- 
lieved the Logos to be God, and to reside in the Father, 
but not to have a separate existence." Nay, Dr. Burton, 
speaking of these very writers, tells us 2 that they bor- 
rowed their notions from the Platonizing Jews of Alex- 
andria, who, as he says, "had learned almost to personify 
the mind or reason of God, as may be seen in the works 
of Philo J udæus;" while" it may be demonstrated that 
these Alexandrian Jews did not really mean to speak of 
'Yisdom, or the Reason of Go.d, as distinctly existing Per- 
sons;" and the cautions which Dr. Burton seems to think 
are given by these writers against a Platonic application 
of the terms, I am unable to find; but, on the contrary, 
their words seem to me clearly to show that they held 
that there was no Second Person, till the generation of 
which they here speak. 
'Vhen, therefore, Hippolytus calls the Son" co-eternal 
with the Father" (O'vJlUlðw
 TW IIuTpl),3 there can be no 
doubt that with !tis views he is speaking with reference to 
his essence; for otherwise he would contradict himself. It 
is, in fact, language of the same purport as that which is 
used by those we have already quoted, when the ,V ord or 
Reason is said to have been always in t!te Father, because 
the Father was always endued with reason (ÀO'YlIW
). Let it 
not be replied that it would have been absurd to have used 
the words in that sense, because it is undeniable that such 
language was used in that sense. Nay, similar language 
was useù, even where it was held that there was a time 
when the Son was only potentially in the Father. 
Thus Eusebius says,-" l\Ioreover it was juùged not 
1 Testim. of Ante-Nic. Fathers to Div. of Christ. 2d ed. p. 398. 
2 Testim. of Ante-Nic. Fathers to Trin. p. 30. 
3 Demonstr. contr. Jud. c. 7. Ope vol. 2.p. 4. The work" De consummatione 
muudi et de Antichristo;' from which Bishop Bull gives an extract, in wllich 
Christ is spoken of as UIIJlaJlapxos TW naTpl, is now by almost universal consent 
adjudged spurious. See HippoI. Ope ed. }'abric. vol. 1. App. p. 3, and p. 2û. 



NO DIVINE INFORMANT, 


253 


improper that the saying tbat lte was not before lte u'as be- 
gotten, should be anathematized; seeing it was confessed 
by all that he was the Son of God, even before his gene- 
ration according to the flesh. And furtber, our emperor, 
beloved of God, argued that he was before all ages, even 
with respect. to his Divine generation; since el'en before 
he was actually begotten, he was potentially in the Father 
Wit/lOut generation; the Father being always Father, as 
also always King and Saviour, and potentially being all 
things, both always and in the same manner, a,nd conti- 
nuing unchanged." 1 
This passage is, as might be expected from its author, 
evasive and unorthodox, and in such a case where a single 
word makes aU the difference, we may reasonably hesitate 
to receive this report of Constantine's opinions as one 
altogether trustworthy. 2 But be that as it may, the 
statement shows that the co-eternity may be held in words 
where the sense in which it is held is anything but ortho- 
dox. For God is here held to have been always a Father 
only in the same way that he was everything else, that is 
potentially, which strikes at the foundation of the doctrine 
of the consubstantiality, as well as of the personal co- 
eternity. 
True it is that there were others who used such terms 
to express the orthodox doctrine, and applied thelll to the 
Person of the Son, in order more effectually to refute the 
error of Arius, who said that there was a time when the 
Son was not. The sense, therefore, in which these terms 


I En p:rw TO aJla(Jf!p.aTl
f!u(Jat, TO TrpO TOV "j'f!JlJI7]lh}Jlat OVK 7]JI, OVK aTOTrO" f!"0- 
p.tulh}, TW Trapa Tra.utJI bp.o/l.o"j'f!tu(JtJ.t, f!tJlat alJ'ToJl 'Tto" TOV E>f!OV Kat TrpO T7]S 
KaTa uapKa "j'f!JlJl7]Uf!WS. H2)7] 2)f! b (Jf!O<þt/l.fuTaTos 
P.WJI ßU.Ut/l.f!VS TW /l.cryw KaTf!U- 
Kf!Va
f, Kat KaTa T7]JI f!JI(JfOJl alJ'Tov "j'f!JlJl7]UtI! TO TrpO 7rU.vrw" atWJlwJI f!tJlat alJ'To". 
f!1Tf!t Kat TrptJI f!Jlf!p"j'f!ta "j'f!JlJl7](Jrwat, 2)vJlap.ft 7]JI f!" TW TIaTpt a"j'f!"Jl7]TWS, ovros TOV 
TIaTpos af!t TraTpOS, ch Kat ßa.ut/l.f!WS aH, Kat UWT7]pOS, Kat 2)wap.H Travra 0"70S 
aH Tf! Kat KaTa TO. alJ'Ta, Kat tJuallTws f!Xovros. Euseb.Epist. ape Theodorit. 
Hist. Ecd. lib. i. c. 11. Ope tom. iii. pp. 781,2. 
2 See as opposite testimony, Constantine's Letter to the Nicomedians 
against Eusehius and Theognis, and his letter to Arius in Gelas. C;yz. De Act. 
Conc. Nic. P. 3. 
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were used by any particular Father must be determined 
by the views he has advanced elsewhere. 
I may here add also, that there seem to have been 
tbo
e who, though they anathematized the errors of Arius, 
scrupled to use such terms. The objection, in the case 
of many of them at least, was that such terms seemed 
equivalent to a denial of the generation of the Son, and 
made Him a Person originally self-existent in the God- 
head,1 and not from their denying his virtual co-eternity, 
as the effulgence proceeding from light is virtually co- 
eternal with it. Their difference, therefore, in this respect, 
was a mere difference in words, because there were some 
at least who used these words, who did not mean to convey 
by them tIle idea of the Second Person in the Trinity 
being originaHy in the Godhead as an underived Person. 
Hence, perhaps, it was that the Nicene or Constanti- 
nopolitan Creed says of the Son, only that he was be- 
gotten of the Father before all worlds or ages, (7rpO 7rUJlTWJI 
TWJI ULWJlWJI). Here the direct affirmation goes no further 
than to maintain that the Son was begotten of the Father 
before all time, or was, as some of the Fathers express it, 
UxpOJlO
, as the Arians themselves allowed. 2 Indeed, the 
very words of the Constantinopolitan Creed occur in a 
Creed given by Athanasius, as one of the numerous semi- 
arian formulæ drawn up about the middle of the fourth 
century. 3 And certainly, as Dr. Burton says, "Our 
powers of abstraction will perhaps not allow us to have 
a more definite idea of eternal existence than this." 
(Testim. of Ante-Nic. Fathers to Doctrine of Trinity, pp. 
146, 7.) It does no doubt imply eternity, and I suppose 
was intended to imply a virtual co-eternity with the 
Father by most if not all of those who annexed it to the 
Creed, though there might be others who used it in a 
lower sense. The Creed was so worded probably for the 
sake of those who would have' scrupled the use of the 


I See ATHAXAH. DC' Synod. 
 2(). tom. i. p. 739. cd. Benf'd. 
2 See ATHA
AS. De S.vnod. 
 16. tom. i. pp. 729, :w. 
J ATHA
^!". Dc S.nlOd. 
 
'i. tom. i. p. 7 -12. 
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words co-eternal with the Father, though in reality hold- 
ing the full orthodox faith; and as it often happens in 
such case
 the words are open to a lower sense. 1 
It appears to me, then, that all these Fathers held,- 
That the Son is not as a Person even virtually co-eternal 
with the Father, his generation or prolation as a per- 
sonal agent taking place before any act of creation, but 
yet not from all eternity, and taking place for the pur- 
pose of his acting in the work of creation, and contingently 
upon God's having conceived the purpose of creating the 
world. 
Is th is orthodox doctrine? 
Bishop Pearson says, "The essence which God always 
had without beginning, without beginning he did commu- 
nicate, being always Father as always God." (p.209.) 
It is quite true that it is not Sabellianism, because the Sa- 
bel1ians did not regard the Son as ever becoming a distinct 
Person, nor is it Arianism, because the Arians considered 
the Son to be created by the Father, and of a different 
essence to the Father, whereas these Fathers considered 
the generation of t.he Son to be only a prolation as a 
personal agent of that reason, or word, which was always 
and essentially in the Father, and which Son, therefore, 
they did not scruple to call without beginning, like the 
Father, and co-eternal with the Father, because that 
reason or word, which the Father, when he pleased, put 
forth as a personal agent, was without beginning in the 
Father, and co-eternal with him. But is it the orthodox 
doctrine? Is it not Semiarianislll ? 
The best defence of what these Fathers have advanced, 
as it appears to me, would be that they probably thought 
that the work of creation was one of the first acts of the 
Godhead, and therefore that when they placed the gene. 
ration of the Son precedently to the work of creation they 
, ., 


I And in this lower sense they were"used hy the Arian!'!. See ATH.\NAS. Dc 
Synod. 
 Hi. tom. i. pp. i'29, 30. amllhL. Dc Trin. iv. 
 12. co1. 833. 


. 
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in effect made the Son almost coæval with the Father.] 
And perhaps we should not be far from the truth in sup- 
posing this to be their meaning. . This I say is the best 
defence I can see for their statements, and one that brings 
them nearer to the orthodox view than any other inter- 
pretation of their words, for the exposition of Bishop Bull 
seems to me to place them as far from orthodoxy as that 
of Petavius. 
The fact is, that, as it respects the original relation of 
the Second Person of the Trinity to the First, there was 
much diversity of opinion in the primitive church. " It 
must be confessed," says Dr. 'Vaterland, "that the ca- 
tholics themselves were for some time pretty much divided 
about the question of eternal generation, though there was 
no question about the eternal existence: JVlwther the 
i\oyoç might be rightly said to be begotten in respect of the 
state which was antecedent to the ?rpOf:'Xf:VUU; was the point in 
question. Athanasius argued strenuously for it, (Contr. 
Arian. orate 4.) upon this principle, that whatever is of 
. another and referred to that other as his head (as the 
i\oyoç considered as such plainly was) may and ought to 
be stiled Son and begotten; besides, the A rians had ob- 
jected that there would be two nnbegotten Persons if the 
i\oyo<:, ever existed and was not in the capacity of Son, 
and the church had never been used to the language of 
two unbegottens. These considerations, besides the tes- 
timonies of elder Fathers, who haÇl admitted eternal ge- 
nf'ration, weighed with the generality of the Catholics, 


I There are some observations of Hilary on this point in his Treatise on the 
Trinity, (lib. 12. 

 30-45. col.1127-3G. ed. Ben.) which are remarkable. 
" N atum semper esse," he says, "hoc est, sensum temporum nascendo præ- 
CUfrere neque intelligentiæ patere aliquando fuisse non natum." (
 30.) 
"Idcirco nunc Sapientia natam se ante sæcula docens anteriorem se non 
solum his quæ creata sunt docet, Bed æternis coæternam, præparationi scilicet 
cæli et discretioni sedis Dei. . . Perpetua enim et æterna rerum creandarum 
est præparatio." (

 39, 40.) "Omnis horllm præparatio Deo est coætema. .. 
(
 'to.) "Ubi ante sæculum est nati vitas, infìnitæ generationis æternitas est." 
(
4,').) See also C.vrill. Alex. Thesaur. c. 11. Tom. 5, Part i. p. 87. 
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and so eternal.fJf'neration came to be tllf' more prevailing lan- 
guage, and lias prevailed ever sinre. There is nothing new 
in the doctrine more than this, the calling that eternal 
generation which others would have styled the eternal 
existence and relation of the Aoyoc; to the Father, which 
at length amounts only to a difference in 'Words and names." 
('Vaterland's Second Defence, \V orks vol. iii. p. 296.) 
N ow in this passage (which appears to me altogether a 
most extraordinary one) it is distinctly admitted tlmt 
there was no catholic consent on the important point, 
whether the Second Person of the Sacred Trinity was be- 
gotten of the Father, but that some contended for his not 
being originally begotten. And it is added, out of a de- 
sire to spare the Fathers, the prudence of which may well 
be doubted, that the difference was only a difference in 
words and names! 
And as to their alleged agreement as to the eternal 
existence, this is no proof that they were of one mind in the 
matter. For there arc at least three opinions wrapped 
up in this phrase. One, of those who hold the virtual 
coeternity of the Son as Son with the Father; another, 
of those w ho 
peak of his eternal existence, because the 
reason or word, which became by the will of the Father 
a Person, existed alwa.ys in the Father; another, of those 
who mean by his eternal existence, his having been gene- 
rated only just before creation or time commenced. Nay, 
the phrase Illight be even used by those who consider 
him to have originally existed on,ly potentially in the 
Father before his generation for the work of creation, as 
ill the passage already quoted fwm Euscbius. 
For the orthodox doctrine I would refer more particu- 
larly, among the writers of this periud, to DionJsius of 
Alexandria, who seems to me to have given in a passage 
quoted by .Athanasius (however he may have expressed 
himself elsewhere) the best and clearest statement of it; 
and such is the opinion of Athanasius, to Wh0111 c1JieHy 
we are indebted for the fragments that remain of tltis 
author, and from whom I extract the following paEsagp. 
VOL. I. S 
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" He [i. e. Dionysius] after other remarks writes thus ;- 
There never was a time when God was not a Father. 
And in what follows he acknowledges that ChrIst always 
existed, being reason and wisdom and power; for it was 
not the case that God, being barren of these, afterwards 
produced a Son, but be is called a Son because he is not 
self-existent, but has his being from the Father. And 
shortly after he says again, concerning the same matter;- 
But being the effulgenC'e of eternal light, he is himself 
also altogether eternal; for the light existing always, it is 
manifest tbat the effulgence always exists; for in this it 
is known that it is light, namely in its shining, and light 
cannot but be effulgent. For let us come again to exam- 
pies; if there is the Sun, there is ligbt, there is day; if 
there is neither of these, the Sun also must be far absent. 
If, therefore, the Sun was eternal, the day also would 
have no end. But now, this not being the case, when 
the Sun begins the day begins, and when tbe Sun ceases 
the day ceases. But God is eternal light, that never had 
a beginning, and will never have an end. Therefore the 
effulgence is eternally manifested and present with him, 
without beginning, and eternally generated . . . . And 
again,- Therefore the Father being eternal, tlte Son is 
eternal, being light of light. For where there is a parent 
there is also a child; and if there were no child, how and 
of whom could he be a parent? But both exist, and 
exist always. . . . Again he says ;-But the Son alone 
always co-existing with the Fatller, and filled with him who 
exists essentially, exists also himself essentially, being of 
the Father."l 


1 rpacþEt . . p.f:e É7"f:pa, oVrWS" Ou "Yap T]II ðn ð 0f:OS OUK T]JI 1I"aTT]p. Kal TOvrO 
Ollif:JI f:JI TOIS 

T]S, af:l TOJI XplCJTOJl HJlaI, ÀO"YOJl OJITCJ. Kal CJOcþla.Þ Kal li;wap.w. 
ou "Yap liT] TOvrWJI a"YoJlos WJI ð 0f:OS HTa E1I"alliU1T'OlT]CJaTo, MÀ' lrrl p.T] 7rap' 

avrou b uIos, aÀÀ' f:K TOU TIaTpos EXH TO f:lJlat. Kal P.f:T' oÀ1"Ya 7rMW 1I"f:pt 
TOU avrou cþT]CJW. a7falr}aCJp.CJ. lif: WP cþWTOS aïlilOV, 1I"aJITws Kwavros aïlilOs f:CJTt/I. 
OJITOS "YCJ.p aH TOU cþWTOS, li1]J\oJl 
S f:CJTIJl af:l TO a1l"alyYaCJp.a. TovrW"Yap Kat bn cþWS 
f:CJTl TW KaTaryaÇUJI IIOHTCJ.I, If"" cþWS OV liUJlaTat p.T] cþW'TtÇOJl HJla.. 7rMW "Yap 
ell.IJwp.f:JI f:7T1 Ta 7rapalif:l"Yp.aTa. f:l f:CJTtJl 'ÍjJ\WS, f:CJTtJl aU"YT], f:CJTW 7Jp.f:pa. fit TOtOvrWII 
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The difference between these pas'3ages and those which 
we have just been considering, is apparent. Here tlte 
generation of the Son as Son, and a person, i
 made vir- 
tually coeval with the existence of the Father; and his 
"irtual coeternity with the Father is grounded upon his 
eternal generation, whereas the writers above quoted 
place his generation just previous to the work of creation; 
anù tllOugh they speak of a previous existence, g-round 
that existence only upon the Father's having always been 
endued with reason, to which reason he gave, when he 
conceived the purpose of creation, a personal existence. 
And we are warneù by Dionysius against conceiving of 
this generation as if any time had elapsed before God 
ùecame a Father, and that by generation is meant, that 
the Second Person of the Trinity was derived from the 
fll.st, and derived only as the light is derived from the 
Sun, so that as the Sun anù light are coexistent, so also 
are the Father and Son. It is true that the same meta- 
phor is m;ed by the writers of whom we have spoken 
ùefore, but it is not similarly applied, for Dionysius illus- 
trates the generation of the Son by it with reference to the 
time of that generation, (which is the point now in ques- 
tion), whereas both Bishop Bull and Dr. \Yaterland allow 
that the generation of which these writers speak was a 
temporal generation for the purpose of creation; and that 
generation those writers identify with the donation of 
personality to the Son, and his becoming a Son; and 
they apply this metaphor ouly to show the intimate CO'lt- 
7le:cion between the Father and Son upon tlwt generation; 
and that notwithstanding they wëre calleJ Father and 


Jl.'1]liEV f:(f'Tt, 7rOÀV 'YE lin Kat 7ra.pEtval Í]ÀIOJl. n Jl.EV 01Jll aiôtos Ó Í]ÀIOS, a7raVO'TOS 
av '1]JI Kal Í} r,p.f'pa. JlIJII liE, OV 'Yap f'CJ7LJ1, a.p
ap.f'JlOV TE, 71P
aTo, Kat 7ravop.f'Jlov, 
7ravf'Tal. Ó liE 'YE 0EOS CUWJlIOJl ECJ'Tt 
S, OUTE ap
ap.EJlOJl OUTE À71
OJl 7rOTE. OVKOvV 
alwvtOJl 7rpOKEITCU Kal CJVJlECJ'TtJl aUTW TO arravyaup.a avapxoJl Kal aEI'YEJlES . . . 
K:u alJlhs . . . 0Jl70S OVJI alWJllOV 70V TIa7pos, alwvtOs Ó 1J10s ECJ'Tt, tþws EK tþwros 
WV. 0Jl70S 'Yap 'YOJlEWS, f'U'Tt Kal 7EKVOJl. Et liE p.'1] 7f'KJlOJl EI'1], 7rWS Kal TtJlOS nJlat 
lilJvaTat 'YOJlEIJS 
 aÀÀ' EICJLJI ap.tþw, Kat EtCJtJl an. . . . . 7rOÀtv tþ'1]CJt. P.OJlOS li. ó 
ÚtOS aEL CJIJJlC&IV 7W na7pt, Kat 701J 0Jl70S 7rÀ71pOIJP.f'VOS, Kat alJ'Tos ECJ'TtJl WJI Ele TOIJ 
TIa7pos. A flUX \,.;. Dc Sentent. Dionys. 
 I.>. tom. i. pp. 253, 4. 
s 2 
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Son as distinct persons, they were not more separated 
t.han a ray of the Sun is from the Sun. As Hippolytlls, 
after speaking of the temporal generation, says, "And 
tlLUS there was present to him [i. e. the Father] arwtlwJ'. 
But when I say another, I do not mean two Gods, but as 
light from light, or as water from a fountain, or as a ray 
frnm the f3un." (See p. 2-19 above). This is a different 
application of the metaphor, or at least an application not 
equally comprelwnsh'e with that made by Dionysius, and 
not including the point now in qnestion. The same ap- 
plication of it is made by Lactantius,l who, as we shan 
hereafter show, did not hold the coeterllity of the Son 
with the Father. 
This passage of Dionysius is particularly valuable, be- 
cause it is sufficiently full to render it impossible to explain 
it away. The incorrect use of orthodox terms makes it 
often impossible to rely upon the testimony of particulHr 
passages; for, to qualify them to be a proof, it is neces- 
sary to show, by some other passage of the same author, 
in what sense the terms used were employed, which it is 
not always possible to do. And herein lies one great 
difficulty in ascertaining with any certainty, and especially 
in proving to others, what were the sentiments of the 
Fathers. Not to say that there is every appearance with 
some of them of self-contradiction. 
It is unnecessary here to add further testimonies, be- 
cause my object is only to show that there was not an 
agreement in the Fathers of this period on the point. 
l\ioreover, there are others whose statements are still 
further removed from the orthodox doctrine respecting 
the Second Person in the Sacred Trinity. 
And first let us take Tertnllian, with respect to whom 
it cannot be denied that he has spoken in a way which it 
is impossible completely to reconcile with the orthodox 
doctrine on this subject. For instance, he says that" the 
Father is the whole substance, but the Son a derivation 


I Instil. lih. 4. c. :!9. p. 2:
II. ed. Cant. 1 fiR,'>. 
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and portion of the whole
 as he himself professes, ' For 
the Father is greater than I.''' 1 No orthodox person 
will say that this is correct language. True, when we 
recollect that certain controversies had not been raised in 
the Church at this time, we may find an apology for it, 
but this is no help to the theory of our opponents. 
But there are still more objectionahle passages. How, 
I would ask, are we to understand the following passage? 
" God is a Father and God is a Judge, but lIe was not 
always a Father and a Judge because always God. For 
he could neither be a Father before there was a Son, nor 
a Judge before there was an offence. But t!tere was a 
time wIlen t!tere u.as neitlter an offence nor a Son."2 
At the same time it would be doing an injustice to him 
not to state what his views are on this point, more fully 
than this negative statement conveys to us, as they are 
not properly Arian, though far from orthodox. Thus, 
then, he speaks on this matter in his Treatise against 
Praxeas. 
"That this cannot be true, I am led to think by other 
arguments derived from the very constitution of the God- 
head as it existed before the world Zip to tile generation of 
tlte Sun. 3 For before all things God was alone, his own 
world and place and everything. nut alone, because 


I Pater enim tota substantia est. filius vcro derivatio totius et portio, sicut 
ipse profitetur, Quia Pater major me est. Adv. Prax. c. ix. p.504. 
2 Et pater Deus est et judex Deus est. non tamen ideo pater et judex sem- 
pl'r, quia Deus semper. N am nec pater potuit esse ante filium nec judex ante 
delictum. Fuit autem tempus cum et delictum et filius non fuit. Adv. lIer- 
mug. e. 3. p.234. Bishop Bull's explanation of this may be seen in his Def. 
Fid. Nic. iii. 10. 2. ct scq. He thinks that Tertullian spoke deceitfully, to 
answer the purpose of his argument, and useù the word Son as applying only 
to that state which succeeded his coming forth Îrom the Father for the crea- 
tion of the world. nut surely this is too much like special pleading. And 
even were it so, it is destructive of our opponents' notions, if the Fathers 
woulù thus speak deceitfulI;y for the 
ake of their argument. which, however, 
after the ingenuous confessions of Jerome, I will not deny that they sometimes 
did. 
3 Hoc ut firmum non sit, alia m(' argumenta deducunt ab ipsa Dei disposi- 
tiOIll., 'lua fuit ante mundi cOllstitutionem, adnsquc filii generationem. Adv. 
Prax. c. .J. 
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besides him nothing else existed out of him. But he was 
not even then alone, for he had with him that which he 
had in himself, that is his reason. For God is rational 
(rationalis), and reason is in him at first, and thus froUl 
him are all things. 'Vhich reason is his intelligence 
(sensus). This the Greeks call Àoyoç, which we express 
also by sermo. And consequently it is usual with us, by 
a translation not altogether accurate, to say that. the TVord 
(sermonem) was in the beginning with God, when it is 
more accordant with the real state of the case that reason 
(rationem) should be considered more antient (antiquio- 
rem); because God had not a ,V ord (non sermonalis) 
from the beginning, but God had reason even before the 
beginning; and because the very 'V ord itself consisting 
of reason, exhibits that preexistent (priorem) reason as its 
substance. Yet even so it makes no difference. For 
although God had not yet sent forth his 'Y ord, he never- 
theless had it with and in his own reason within himself, 
by tacitly thinking and contriving with himself those 
things which he was shortly about to give utterance to by 
the 'Y ord. For thinking and contriving with his reason, 
he made that reason his 'V ord, which by his 'V ord he 
maùe use of." He then proceeds to iJIustrate this by 
referring to the example of man, in whom, he says, the 
word thought is in a manner a second entity within him, 
and the word itself, when uttered, a different entity from 
him. 1 And he adds, " How lUuch more funy, then, does 
this take place in Goù, of whom you also are considered 
the image and similitude, that he should have reason in 
himself even wIlen silent., and in reason a word (serruo- 
nem)? I might, therefore, not incorrectly have laid it 
down, t.hat GOll, even then before the formation of the uni- 
verse, was not alone, having in himself reason, and in 
rcason a word which lw might malie second from himself 
b.lJ causing thrm to nct one upon tlle otlter. 2 This power 
I Secullllus quodammodo in te est Bf'rmo. per quem loqueris cogitando ct 
per qucm cogita:. Ioqucndo. Ipsc scrmo alius est. Alh". l'rax. c. ,1. 

 Inlatione scrmOllem qucm !"cl."llIHlum a se facl'rd ilfritando intra sc. Ih 
C'. :,. 
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and this distribution (dispositio) of the Divine intelli- 
gence is also spoken of in Scripture by the name of 'Vis- 
dome For what is wiser than the reason or word of 
God? Hear, therefore, 'Visdom sp
aking as one who was 
made the second person. First,' The Lord created me the 
beginning of his ways towards his works, before he made 
the earth, before the mountains were placed; before all 
the hills he hegot me;' to wit, forming and begetting in 
his own intelligence. Then take notice of'Visdom stand- 
ing by at the moment of separation (assistentem ipsa 
separatione 1), "Yhen, saith \\Tisdom, he was preparing 
the heavens I was present with him, &c.' For when God 
desired to give their form and substance to those things 
which with the reason and word of wisdom he had con- 
trived within himself, he first produced (protulit) the 
word itself, having in itself its component parts, reason 
and wi"d01l1, that all things might be made by that by 
which they were thought out and contrived, aye and 
already made as far as they could be in the Divine intel- 
ligence. For this was wanting to them, that they should 
be openly recognized and possessed in their forms and 
substances. Then, therefore, the 'Y ord itself also received 
its form and beauty, sound and speech, when God saith, 
, Let there be light.' This is tlte perfect nativity of the 
TVord as it proreeds from God;2 being formed by him 
first for thoug'ht in the name of wisdom, 'The Lord maùe 
me the beginning of his ways ;' then begotten to bring to 
pass the purposed work (ad effectum), "'Vhen he was 
preparing the heavens I was present with him.'''3 
Again, when reasoning with IIermogenes against the 
eternity of matter, he says,-" Finally, when lte [God J 
paceiced wisdom to be n('cessary fur the 'WOTks of tlte world, 
he imllledifltely forms and generates it in himself. 'The 


I The word separatio, if Tertu1lian's, must ha\'e been used hastily here by 
him, as in cc. 8, 9, he denies that there is any separalio between the Father 
and Son. He uses elsewhere the word prolatio in this connexion. I suspect 
the true reading is, præparatione. 

 ([æc ebt nativitas perfecta sermonis, dum ex Deo procedit. lb. c.7. 
J \dv. Pr,LX. cc. 5-7. lip. ,;iI:?, 3. 
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Lord, saith wisdom, maùe me the beginning of his ways, 
&c.' Therefore let IIermogenes acknowledge that the 
wisdom of God was therefore said to be born and formed 
lest we should believe anything to be without generation 
or creation but God alone. For if within the Lord that 
which was from him and in him, was not without begin- 
ning, namely, his wisdom, whiclt was born and made from 
the time from wltich it began to be 'rollsed in tlte intelligf'.nce 
of God to a'rrange tlte worlls of the world; much more is 
it impossible for anything to have been without a begin- 
ning which was out of the Lord." 1 
Here, then, it appears, that Tertullian, though he de- 
nied the eternal generation of the \V ord or Son, even in his 
character as 'Visdom, entertained the notion of the \V ord 
having been as it were in an embryo 8tate of existence in 
the Father, that is, in his reason, before his generation. 
But then this is, in fact, merely the existence of the 
flssence, not the existence of the Son as a Person. For 
if the Son did not exist as Son, he did not exist as a Per- 
::;on, for the Second Person in the Trinity exists by gene- 
ration from the Father, and is a Son as soon as he is a 
Person. 
Indeed it is evident, from other passages, that Tertul- 
lian consiùered personality to commence upon the gene- 
ration of the Son. Thus he says ;-" Everything which 
proceeds from anything is necessarily the second of tlmt 
from which it proceeds, but is not separated. But where 
there is a second, there are two, and where there is a third, 
there are three; for the third is the Spirit from Goù and 


I Denique ut necessariam [i. e. Sophiam] sensit ad opera mundi, statim ca 
team] condit et generat in semetipso. Dominus, inquit, cundiùit me initium 
,iarum suarum in opera Bua. ante seCllla fundavit me, prius quam faceret ter- 
ram. prius quam montes collocarentur; ante omnes autem colles generavit 
rue. prior autem ab;ysso genita sum. Agno8cat ergo Hermogenes idcirco etiam 
Sophiam Dei natam et conditam prædicari ne quid innatum et inconditum 
præter solum Deum crederemus. Si enim intra Dominum quod ex ipso et in 
poo fuit, sine initio non fuit: Sop]lia scilic.et ipsius, cxinòe nata et condita 
ex quo in sensu Dei ad opcm lIIundi disponenda cæpit u!litari: multo magis 
non cc'lpit Bine initio quicquaIll fuisbe quod edra Domillum fuerit. Adv. 
Hcnnog. c. HI. p. :?3!1. 
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the Son." I And again he says elsewhere, " 'Ve assert 
two, Father and Son, and now three with the Holy Spirit, 
according to the ratio of the æconomy wlticll makes a plu- 
rality of persons.'. '2 
This last passage reminds me of the observation pre- 
viously made respecting the third summary of the faith 
given by Tertullian, where, as it appeared to me, there 
was a recognition of the notion that formed the heresy of 
l\t:arcellus, viz. that the tripersonality of the Godhead, as 
Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, was only a dispensational or 
æconon1Ícal and temporary mode of existence of the God- 
head, for it \\ as the notion of l\Iarcellus that the Godhead 
was extended and contracted according to different dispen- 
sations (oL"OJlOflLaÇ). Had the passage in that summary 
stood alone, one IlliglIt have been contented to affix a differ- 
cnt idea to the words, but in this passage there is clearly 
a similar statement. And in the following the notion is 
still more fully expressed. " Observe, therefore, lest YOII 
rather destroy the monarchy [of God] who overturn its 
arrangemcnt and dispensation, appointed in as 1IWIl!J 
names as God pleased. But it so far remains in its 011'n 
state, though a Trinity be introduced, that it even has to be 
restored to the Father by the Son; as the Apostle writes 
concerning the last end, 'when he shall have delivered up 
the kingdom to God even the Father.''' 3 Here he evi- 


I Ornne quod prodit ex aliquo secundum Bit ejus necesse est de quo prodit, 
non tarnen est separaturn. Secundus autem ubi est, ÙUO Bunt, et tertius ubi 
est, treB Bunt; tertius enim est Spiritus a Deo et Filio. Tertull. adv, Prax. 
c.8. 

 Duos quidem definirnus Patrem et Filium, et jam tres cum Spiritu Sancto, 
secunùum ration em æconomiæ quæ facit nllmerum. Adv. Prax. e.13, p. 507. 
See also c. lli. A nd observe the following .-Quæcunque ergo Bubstantia ser- 
mnnis fuit, illam dico personam, et illi nomen filii \indico. Adv. Prax. c. ï, 
p. .104. 
3 Vide ergo ne tu POtiUB monarchiarn destruas, qui disposition em et dispen- 
sationern ejus evertis in tot no11tinibus cOllstitlltam in quot Deus voluit. Adeo 
autem manet in suo statu, I.ICET TRIXITAS INFERATL'R, ut etiam restitui habeat 
Patri a Filio. Siquidern Apostolus Bcribit de ultimo finc quum tra<1iderit 
regnum DClI et l'atri. Adv. l'rax. c. 4. p. :;O
. Obscn"c also the following; 
- Villt'mur [, iòem us] igitur IIUIl ohes.."e munarchiæ filium, etsi hudie apud 
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dently snpposes that there might have been, if the Father 
)md so willed it, more than three persons in the Godhead, 
and that the tripersonal state as now existing was not 
from all eternity, and was only an æconomical state. 
However, be this as it may, his statements respecting 
the Son are clearly incorrect. 
The reader will observe also that I am 110t here ,attri- 
buting to Tertullian incorrect views on the ground of 
statements which admit of an orthodox interpretation, 
or which lllay be reconciled to orthodoxy by a comparison 
,,,ith other passages in his works, though in themselves 
not the most fit expres
ions, (as Semler, for instance, has 
done) but limit my remarks to those points in which his 
views appear (as far as I am able to judge) to have been 
incorrect. His view appears to have been that the produc- 
tion of the "\V ord or Son is an act which must have been 
performed by one already in existence, and therefore that 
reason only, and not tlte JVord or Son, can be said to be co- 
eternal with the Father. There is an important differ- 
ence, however, between his view and that of the Arians, 
because they spoke of the generation of the Son as a crea- 
tion, and of the Son as being made from that which was 
not (f:
 OVIC OJ'TWV), and of a different essence to the Father, 
which is contrary to the views inculcated by Tertullian. 
There are perhaps other remarks in these subtile lucubra- 
tions of Tertullian, upon which, if inclined to say all that 
might be said, one might be disposed to offer an observa- 
tion, but some allowance must be made for the imperfec- 
tion of human language when applied to such mysteries. 
However there can be no doubt that the language of 
Tertullian savoured more of Platonism than Apostolicity; 
nor is this any new idea, for thus speaks Gennadius of 
the 5th century, "Nihil ex Trinitatis essentia ad crea- 


filium est. quia ct in suo statu est apud filium, ct cum suo statu restituetur 
.Patri a filio. Ita eam nemo hoc nomine destruet, si filium admittat, cui et 
trm1itam CaIn a Patre et a quo qualldoque rcstitucllùam Patri cunstat. Adv. 
l'rax:. c. 1. p. .'>U
. 
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turarum naturam deductu11l, ut Plato et Tertullianus." 1 
And how, indeed, can any author be depended upon of 
whom it is confessed by his most strenuous defenders, 
that he argued deceitfully, and cared little what he said of 
God in refutation of his opponent'? 2 
Bishop Bull has laboured hard to bring him near ortho- 
doxy, though apparently giving up the hope of effecting 
more than an approximation. His view and the diffi- 
culties under which it labours may be seen in the follow- 
ing passage of Dr. 'Vaterland, in which it is described. 
"Tertullian is known to have distinguished between 
ratio and sermo, both of them names of the selfsame 
Aoyoç, considered at different times under different capa- 
cities; first, as silent and unoperating, alone with the 
Father; afterwards proceeding or going forth from the 
Father, to operate in the creation. JVith this procession 
he supposes, AS DO MANY OTHERS, the Sonslzip properly to 
C01/lmence. So tllat though the AO'}lot; had always existed, 
yet he became a Son in time, and in this sense there was 
a time when the Father had no Son." (Second Def. 
'Vorks, vol. iii. p. 101.) Consequently, if this view is cor- 
rect, the generation of the Son from the Father was in fact 
HOt. a generation but a mere procession from the Father 
of one who existed before as a Person, an active and in- 
telligent personal agent, within him, and therefore the 
words generation and Son are used without any proper 
meaning, and the Second Person in the Trinity was not 
generated by the First. Is this orthodox doctrine? 3 


I De eccles. dogmat c. 4. Intel' Ope August. ed. Ben. tom. 8. app. col. 
76. 
2 ßuI.L D('f. Fid. N ic. iii. 10. 4. 
3 ßishop null supposes that when the Arians at the Council of Nice 
affinlled of the Son that he was not before he was begotten, the;y meant to op- 
pose the notion advanced, as he thinks, b;y some at that time, who, wllile 
the;y held a temporal generation for the purposes of creation, from which tllC 
Second Person of the Trinit;y was called in Scripture the Son of God, anù the 
fìrst- begotten, maintained also that he e},.isteù before by an eternal generation 
from tlIe J'ather, Ilnd that many of the catholics at Nice unùcrstanding the 
term begotten as used hy the Arians to refer to that temporal generation, 
1Il(',tnt to maintain, in their cundemnation of the Arians. that he \\at! before he 
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I proceed to N ovatian, who says,-" He therefore, [i. e. 
the Son,] when the Father pleased, proceeded from the 
Father; and he who was in the Father, proceeded from 
the Father; and he who was in the Father, as he was 
from the Father, was afterwards with the Father, because 
he proceeded from the Father; namely, that Divine Sub- 
sistence, whose name is the \Y ord, by which aU things 
were made, and without which nothing was made. For 
aU things are after him, because they are by him; and he 
is before aU things, since all things were made by him; 
who proceeded from him by whose win all things were 
made; God, namely, proceeding from God, making a 
second person, but not depriving the Father of being the 
only God." 1 
He has also a stiU more objectionable p:lssage, in which 
he has undeniably given the unorthoùox interpretation to 
1
11Ï1. ii. 7. "\Yho being in the form of God, thought it 
not robbery to be equal with God." He says,-" N ever- 
theless this very thing that he should be both God and 


was thus begotten. (Def. fide Kic. iii. 9.2.) But this is clearly disproved 
by the mode of arguing adopted by the Arians, which shows that they spoke 
of the original generation of the Son from the Father, without any particular 
reference to such views. (See Athanas. De Synod. 
 16. tom. 1, p. 7
9. Hilar. 
De Trin. lib. xii. Basil. adv. Eunom.lib. 2.) 'Vhether there were any at Nice 
who held the notion of a temporal generation for the purpose of creation as 
distinguished from the eternal generation, is a point respecting which we have 
not the smallest evidence. But certainly Hilary in his replies to the Arians 
treats the question as one relating to the original generation of the Son, (De 
Trin. lib. 12,) and particularly opposes any supposition that the catholics in 
condemning the Arian saying, "he was not before he was begotten," meant 
to affirm that he was before he was begotten, and contends against it only 
on the ground of its seeming to impugn the eternity of the Son. (lb. 

 30, 
3L col. 1]27,8.) 
I Hic ergo quando Pater vohüt processit ex I>atre. et qui in Patre fuit 
processit ex Patre. et qui in Patre fuit, quia ex Patre fuit, cum Patre post- 
modum fuit, quia ex Patre processit. Substantia scilicet illa ùivina, cujus 
nomen est Verbum, per quod facta sunt omnia, et sine quo factum est nihil. 
Omnia enim post ipsum sunt quia per ip.surn. sunt et mcrito ipse est ante 
omnia, quando per illum [acta sunt omnia, qui processit ex eo ex cujus volun- 
tate facta sunt omnia: Deus utique procedens ex Deo secundam personam 
efficiem!, sed non eripiens illud I>atri quod unus cst Deu!!. NOVATlAX. De 
Trin.c. 31. Al'udTcltull. O}l. Col. Agripp.IG17. p.743. 
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Lord of all things, and God, after the form of God the 
Father, he obtained from his l-;'ather, being born and 
brought forth ofhirn. Although, therefore, he was in the 
form of God, [non est rapinam arbitratus æqualem se es
e 
Deo; which, from the remarks that follow, he must have 
translated, as some others have done, to this effect;] he ùid 
not think it fell to his lot to be equal with God. For al- 
though he remem bercd that he was God of God the Father, 
he never either compared or likened himself to God the 
Father, remembering tha.t he was of his own Father, an(1 
that he possessed existence, BECAUSE tlte Fatller !tad gÙ:ell 
it. Hence, then, both before his incarnation, and after 
his assumption of a body, nay, moreover, after the resur- 
rection itself: he rendered, and still renders, all obedience 
to the Father in all things. From which it appears that 
he never contemplated tltat any sucll divinity fell to !tis lot, 
as tltat he sltould equalllimselj to God tlte Fat!ter; nay, on 
the contrary, being obedient and subject to all his com- 
mands and will, hp was content to take upon himself the 
form of a servant, &c." 1 And again ;-" He is, there- 
fore, God; but begotten for this very purpose, that he 
might be God. He is also Lord, but born of the Father 
for this very purpose, that he might be Lord."2 According 
to him, therefore, he was not co-eternal with the Father 
as God; for he holds his generation, that generation by 


I Hoe ipsum tamen a Patre proprio consecutus, ut omnium et Deus csset 
et Dominus esset, et Deus ad formam Dei Patris ex ipso genitus atque pro- 
latus. Hie ergo quamvis esset in fonna Dei- non est rapinam arbitratus 
æqualem se Deo esse. {luamvis enim se ex Deo .Patre Deum esse memi- 
nisset, nunquam se Dco Patri aut comparavit aut eontulit, memor se esse ex 
suo Patre, et hoc ipsum, quod est, habcre se, quia Pater dedisset. Inùc de- 
nique et ante carnis assumptionem, sed et post assumptionem corporiR, post 
ipsam præterea resurrectionem, omnem Patri in omnibus rebus obeùientiam 
præstitit pariter ae præstat. Ex quo probatur nunquam arbitratum illum esse 
rapinam quandam dh initatem, ut æquaret se Patri Deo : quinimo contra omni 
ipsius imperio et voluntati obediel1s atque subjcctus etiam ut fornlam servi 
susciperet contentus fuit, &c. NOVAT. De Trin. c. 17. p.734. 
2 Est ergo Deus, sed in hoc iptmm genitus ut esset Deus. Est et Dominu!l, 
sed in hoc ipsum natus ex Patre ut esset Dominus. c. 31. 
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which he was made a second person, to have becn 
"when the Father pleased ;" which was, when the work of 
creation was to be performed; and he distinctly states his 
divinity to be different to that of the Father. 
I must say that I know not ,,,hat advantage the ortho- 
dox cause can gain, by claiming tJle writer of these re- 
marks as on its side. It appears to me impossible to 
explain these expressions as applying only to an ine- 
quality in the order of existence in the Persons of the 
Godhead; and it is somewhat remarkable that the pas- 
sage in which he interprets Phil. ii. 7, at least that part 
of it which is objectionable, has usually been passed over 
by those who have attempted to vindicate this treatise as 
orthodox. 
How, moreover, are we to reconcile with the orthodox 
doctrine those words of l\'Iethodius, where he calls the 
Son" the most antient of æons, and the first of Arch- 
angels 1" 1 
And as to Lactantius, there can be no question about 
the matter, with a writer who can speak thus.-" Since 
God was most wise in designing, amI most skilful in 
creating, before he commenced the creãtion of the world; 
since in him was the foun tain of fun and perfect good, 
as it is always; in order that from that good a stream 
Illight arise and flow widely abroad, he produced a Spirit 
similar to himself, who was endued with the qualities of 
God the Father. And how he did that, we shall endea- 
vour to teach in the fourth book. Then he made another, 
in whom the disposition of the divine original did not re- 
main. . . . Him the G reeks call ðwßoÀoç [devil,] we cri- 
minator [the accuser] . . .. God, therefore, on com- 
mencing the fabric of the worM, set that first and greatest 
Son over the whole work; and made use of him as at 
once his counsellor and artificer in planning, beautifying, 


J TOil ""pfu{3vraToII TClJII atCIJIICIJ"1I Kat ""PuYTOII TClJII APXa-Y-YfJ\.ClJII. :l\IETHOD. Con- 
vivo decem virgo orate 3a. 
 4. Bibl. I'atr. ed. Galland. tom. iii. p. G8G. 
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and perfecting things; because he is perfect III fore- 
thought, and reason, and power." 1 
1\Iore may be founù in him elsewhere to the same ef- 
fecU
 It is useless to attempt to reconcile such statements 
with the orthodox doctrine, and so Bishop Bull admits. 
Nay, what says Dr. Cave, ,,,ho, perhaps, was as well 
entitled as anyone to gi\Te a judgment in the case 1- 
" The errors which are observable in his writings con- 
cerning the divinity and eternal existence of the Son, con- 
cerning the pre-existence of souls and a future state after 
this life, concerning the enù of the world, and the 
thousand years reign, concerning the advent of Elias to 
turn many to the worship of God, and other points con- 
cerning which he has spoken obscurely, incautiously, anù 
sometimes dangerously, will be excused by candid ob- 
servers on account of the ignorance of the age in u./liclt 
he lived about these things, the abstruse nature of the doc- 
trines not yet sufficiently clearly expIaineù by theolo- 
gians, nor defined by conciliar determinations, and in 
which he lwd t'ery many of the Fat/lers of the preceding 
ages in agreemeut with him." 3 Similar remarks respect- 
ing the Ante-Nicene Fathers are made by the learned 
Huetius in his Origeniana. 4 
Anù to these I need harùly add the name of the still 
more learned Petavius. I shall not, indeed, unùertake to 


I Cum esset Deus ad excogitandum prudentissimus, ad faciendum solertis- 
!.imus, antequam ordiretur hoc opus mundi: quoniam pleni et con
ummati boni 
fons in ipso erat, sicut est semper, ut ab eo bono tan quam rivus oriretur longe- 
que profluerct, produxit similem sui spiritum, qui esset \'irtutibus Dei Patris 
præditus. Quomodo autem id fecerit, in quarto libro docere conabimur. Deinde 
fecit alterum in quo indoles divinæ stirpis non pcrmallsit . . .. Hunc... 
Græci ðtct.ßo}I.OII appellant, no'3 criminatorem vocamus. . . .. Exorsus igitur 
Deus fabricam mundi illum primum et maximum filium præfecit operi uni- 
verso, eoque simul et consiliatore usus est, et artifice, in excogitandis.ornandis, 
perficielldisque rebus, quoniam is et providentia et ratione et potestate þcr- 
fectuB est. LACTANT. Instit. lib. 2. c. 8. eù. Cant. IGB5. p. 84. 
:I See Iustit. lib. iv. cc. 6, &e. 
o Cave lIi:òt. Liter. sub nom. "Lactantius," \'01. i. p. 16:? S
e ahu his 
Articles on Origen and EU8ebius. 

 Lib. ii. q. :? 

 10, 1. and 2j. In Ope Orig. cd. DCII. tom. iv. 
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defend all the observations made by him on this suhject, 
and believe that his censures on the Ante-Nicene Fathers 
may have been too general, but I must also express my 
conviction that there is too much ground for many of his 
remarks, (in which, indeed, he is borne out hy many other 
learned men,) and that it will be quite time enough for 
1\lr. Newman to attack him as having" shown that llf' 
would rather prove the early Confessors and martyrs to 
be heterodox, than that they should exist as a court of 
appeal from the decisions of his own church," and having 
" sacrificed without remor5e Justin, &c., and their brethren 
to the maintenance of the infallibility of Rome," (p. 74.) 
when he has exhibited one hundredtb part of Petavius's 
ability, and learning, and acq llaintance with the Fathers. 
'Vhat possible advantage, moreover, could the Romish 
cause gain by his showing that many of the antient 
Fathers were unorthodox, when Rome vehemently pro- 
fesses to interpret Scripture only acccording to the unani. 
mOllS consent of the Fathers, and to adbere to those tradi- 
tions which are to be found in tbeir writings? Surely 
1\lr. Newman must see that a proof of the errors of the 
Ante-Nicene Fathers is anything but a proof of the in- 
fallibility of one who professes to follow them. N or is 
there any foundation for the somewhat similar insinuations 
of Bishop Bull. It is evident, indeed, that the Romish 
cause is on the whole as much injured by the proof of such 
a fact as that of our opponents, for it utterly overthrow!' 
the hypothesis upon which their whole system rests, 
namely, that there was a development of the truth as 
delivered in the oral teaching of the Apostles, and fuller 
than "hat we find in the Scriptures, handed down by 
all the catholic Fathers from the time of the Apostles. 
I will add one witness more, and that shaH be one of 
the best of our opponents' own referees,-Bishop Stilling- 
fleet. 
"Suppose," says the Bishop, "the question be not 
concerning the express articles of this rule of faith, but 
concerning the sense and meaning of them, how then are 
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we to find out the consent of antiquity? For they might all 
agree in the words, and yet have a differ.enl notion of the 
things. As Petavius at large proves, (Dogm. Theol. tOlU. 
ii. in Præf.) that there was an antient tradition for tlte 
substance of the doctrine of the Trinity, and yet Ite con- 
fpsses tlwt most of tlte writers of tlte antil:llt clturch did 
differ ilt their explication of it from tlwt which was only 
allowed by the Council of -1Yice. And he grants, (lib. i. 
c. 8. 
 2.) tlwt Arius did follow the opinion of many of 
tlte antients in the main of lâs doctrines, wlw were guilty 
of the same error that he was before the matter was 
tllOroughly discussed. Here now ærises tlte greatest dif- 
ficulty to me in this point of tradition; the usefulness of 
it I am told is for eXplaining- the sense of Scripture; 
but there begins a controversy in the church about tile 
explication of the doctrine of the Trinity; I desire to 
know ,'rhether Vincentiu8 his rules will help us here? It 
is pleaded by S. IIierome, (Apol. c. Ruffin. lib. ii.) and 
others, , That the writers of the Church lllight err in this 
matter, or speak unwarily in it before the matter came to 
be thoroughly discussed: If so, HOW COMES THE TESTI- 
MONY OF ERRONEOTJS OR UNWARY WRITERS TO BE THE CER- 
TAIN 1\IEANS OF GIVING THE SENSE 01<' SCRIPTURE? And in 
most of the controversies of the Church, this way hath 
been used to take off the testimony of persons who 
writ before the controversy began, anù spake differently 
of the matter in debate. I do not ùeny the truth of the 
allegation in behalf of those persons, but to my under- 
standing it plainly slwws the incompetency of tradition fm. 
gi'âng a certain sense of bcripture, wheft tltat tradition is to 
be talleft from the writers of the foregoing ages; and if this 
haù been the only way of confuting Arius, it is a great 
question how he could ever have ueen condemned if 
Petavius or S. IIier01l1e say true." 1 


I Answer to several Treat. pp. 245,6. Second edition 1674. Nor are nis 
statements in his subsequent '\\ ork on the doctrine of the Trinity contradictory 
to theBe remarks, for they are made with reference to those who looked upon 
, OL. 1. '1' 
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l\Ioreover, if we are hound to snppose that all the Ante- 
Nicene Fathers nominally belonging to the catholic 
ch urch were opposed to the vicws of Arius, how is it that 
all the bishops of the church did not oppose his heresy 
when first promulgated, which we find was far from being 
the case?l And, although the favourers of his views were in 
a very inconsiderable minority at Nice, yet in a very few 
years we find them the triumphant party. VIews quite 
as unorthodox were, as we have seen, promulgated by 
Origen without any recorded judgment, as far as we 
know, of the church of his time and long after agaim;t 
them. In fact, whatever errors might have arisen in the 
church, such an assembly as a General Council would 
hardly Imve heen tolerated before, and when error was 
patronized by some able and influential bishop, as for in- 
stance Origen, a condemnation even in a local Council was 
hardly to be expected. For the judgment at Nice we are 
indebted entirely to the interference of Constantine, who 
hoped by that means to put an end to the dispute. And 
much are we indebterl to the first Christian Emperor, 
for providing us with such a confirmation of the orthodox 
faith as is to be found in the recorded judgment, given 
at Nice, of so many learned and venerable prelates from 
all parts of the ,vorId. But that all the prelates and doc- 
tors of tbe nominal Christian church for the three preced- 
ing centuries were precisely of the sentiments of the 
majority of this Council, is a snpposition utterly unneces- 
sary for any good purpose, improbable in theory, and con- 
tradicted by facts. 
In selecting the extracts given above from the Ante- 
Nicene Fathers, I have endeavoured to view the matter 
with an impartial eye, and to give those passages which 
should bring before the reader the real views of those 
Fathers on the IJoint in question. Had it been my ob- 
ject merely to make out a case against them, it would 


CIlTist as a mere man, and do not assert any consent of Fathers for the full 
orthodox doctrine of the Trinit.v against Arian or Semiarian errors. 
I See Sozomcn. lIi
t. lib. i. c. 14. 
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have been easy to have made the charge appear still 
heavier. Nay, I will not hesitate to say, that without 
fully considering the circumstances of the times, and care- 
fully comparing their expressions one with another, so as 
to judge from them as a whole, as far as we can, what their 
views really were, it would be impossible not to suppose 
them to have fallen more deeply into error than is here 
laid to their charge. And hence it is that such a plau- 
sible case has often been made out against them, and even 
by those who were themselves on the orthodox side. But 
I readily admit, that many such charges have been made 
without a sufficient foundation. 
As it respects many of the passages quoted against 
them, though the words may be different to those which 
were afterwards used on the subject, and the expressions 
be even such as were afterwards carefully avoided Ly the 
orthodox, when it was founù how they were wrested by here- 
tics to an unorthodox meaning,yet the meaning of those who 
used them must be judged of by their general doctrine on 
the subject. And further with respect to many others, there 
is a misunderstanding in the case arising from men not 
fully comprehending the true nature of the orthodox doc- 
trine. For instance, when the early Fathers speak of the 
Son ministering to the Father in the creation of the 
world, (using such words as V7rOVPYf:lV,) it is sometimes inti- 
mated that this is opposed to that doctrine, whereas it is 
capable of a very orthodox interpretation, though, in after 
times, such phrases might be rejected by some from the 
use which had been made of them by heretics. For as 
the }'ather is the Fountain of the Godhead, and alone 
self-existent and underived, so every act of the Godhead 
Ulay be said to proceed originally from the Father, and 
to be performed through the ministration of the Son, who, 
as derived from the Father, may be said to minister to the 
}'athcr in the performance of the act, as the stream ùis- 
penses the blessings derived from the fountain, (an im- 
perfect but yet to a certain extent correct and useful 
similitude). And as the es::;ence of the stream is the same 
T 2 
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as that of the fountain, anrl all the goodness, virtues, and 
power residing in the fountain, are also in the stream, 
without any difference or inequality, so is it in the case of 
the Son compared with the Father. But few deny that 
as it respects the source and order of existence, the Father 
is prior to the Son. And according to this difference in 
the order of their existence, are we to contemplate the 
acts of the Godhead. 'Vith the Father, as the Source of 
the Godhead, originate all things. Hence it is said by 
Origen, tbat as it respects the Father, it would be said, 
all things were made V7r' aVTOV, but as it respects the Son, 
that all things were made 
,. aVTOV. And it would be un- 
just to accuse him of making the Son inferior to the Father 
by this, as it respects his essence. 
I have already stated my belief that, as it respects 
the divinity of our Lord, against the Socinians, t11e testi- 
mony of the catholic Fathers that remain to us is una- 
nimous, and I think their writings render it highly pro- 
baùle that most of them held the doctrine of his con- 
substantiality, and his being generated from the Father 
as one of the same essence with him, and not as one 
created by the Father. But I must add that it is impo
- 
sible to establish the latter point without a nice and la- 
borious critical investigation of the works of the Fathers, 
and an accurate comparison of the apparently discrepant 
statements often to be met with in the same Father, by 
which we may ascertain what in all probability his views 
really were. And with respect to some it is next to im- 
possible to arrive at any certain conclusion, or at least we 
must suppose that either their works have been altered, 
or that their views were different at different times. Such 
is the case with Origen, who was accused by many who 
lived near his own time of having spoken of the Son erro- 
neously. His orthodoxy, indeed, is a matter much dis- 
puted both in antient and modern times. And I must 
add that in my humble judgment the evidence against 
him overwhelmingly preponderates. And the same must 
be said of Eu
ebins. Awl with respect to some of them 
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there is no proof to be adduced either on one side or the 
other. And others must beyond doubt be given up. 
'Vhat becomes then, I would ask, of the notion of our 
opponents, that a correct report of the full orthodox doc- 
trine in all vital points, as delivered orally by the apostles, 
was handed down (so far as the subject is touched upon) 
by all the catholic writers of the primitive church? In- 
stead of any such report, we find that very many of these 
writers spoke at least most unguardedly and incorrectly, 
and as if they had imbibed error. Did the Apostles speak 
so? If not, how can we learn what the Apostles delivered 
from those who, even if their sentiments were orthodox, 
mangled and misrepresented the tradition they had re- 
ceived, so as to make their account of it look like error? 
Surely it is both unfair and unwise to boast of the consent 
of all the Fathers as a necessary part of the rule of faith 
in vital points, when the fact is, that if your reader goes to 
verify your statements, so far from finding any such con- 
sentient delivery of them, he finds many of these Fathers 
speaking, to say the least, most unguardeJly and incor- 
rectly, and others undeniably unorthodox. 
And yet notwithstanding this, we are directed to this 
suppo
ed consent,-a consent founded, as far as it is obtain- 
able, upon a nice critical examination of apparently discre- 
pant passages and incorrect and ambiguous statements,- 
as the only clear delivery of the fundamentals of the faith, 
the necessary anli infallible interpreter of the word of 
God. 
For IllY own part, so far from thinking that there is in 
these authors anything like a consentiellt delivery of the 
full orthodox doctrine in fundamental points, I believe 
there would be much danger in setting down one not well- 
grounded in the faith as delivered in the Holy Scriptures 
to learn the faith from these authors; not from its not being 
delivered clearly in one or other of them, but from its being 
delivered by most imperfectly, and by others erroneously, 
and almost always mixed up with various strange notions 
and conceits. 
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l\foreover, where we cannot establish catholic consent 
for th
 first three centuries we cannot establish it at all. 
The testimony of even the Nicene Council could at most 
establish the consent of tl]at age for the doctrine; and not 
long after the Arian doctrine was. affirmed by a General 
Council, where there were twice as many bishops present 
as were assembled at Nice. And how happens it, by the 
way, that we hear nothing of this latter Council when the 
General Councils of the church are enumerated? 'Vhen 
Augustine was arguing witb an Arian, he admitted that 
his opponent's appeal to tbe latter Council would be as 
good as his mvn to that of Nice, and therefore that they 
must go to some other quarter to decide the matter, and 
that quarter was Scripture.! 
It is quite true that large demands are made upon us 
for our belief that the Nicene Council and Athanasius 
claimed catholic consent for the doctrine esta}jlished at 
Nice, and decided prerytlting by it; hut with how little 
reason I shall show hereafter. 2 And if they had claimed 
it, their claim would have been a mere claim, for proof of 
it they could not have. But the fact is that they did not 
make any such claim. 
And this leads me to notice another fact which appears 
to me of considerable weight in this matter; viz. that the 
Fathers of the fourth and succeeding centuries had no 
such scruples about calling in question the orthodoxy of 
earlier Fathers, though they died in the communion of 
the church, as some have now, which nevertheless they 
must have felt if they had entertained this notion of ca- 
tholic consent being part of the rule of faith. This is a 
fact, therefore, be it observed, which strongly affects two 
points. For it not only indicates that there was no such 
consent as is fancied, among the Fathers of the first three 
C'enturies, but also that the succeeding Fathers, who are 
appealed to by our opponents as supporting their views 
of tradition, held no such notions. It appears to me a 


I See August. cOlltr. l\faxim.lib. 2. c. H. 


2 See c. 10. 
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proof of the latter point which it is utterly impossible to 
get rid of. 
And now for the proof that they did so speak of some 
of the earlier Fathers. 'Yith respect to Origen, it will 
not be denied that the orthodoxy of his views was almost 
universally denied by these Fathers, and that Jerome, 
though originaHy taking his part, became afterwards his 
violent accuser, which certainly looks but ill for Origen's 
cause. Nay, even Dionysius of Alexandria, whom 'we 
have quoted above, as having in one place expressed the 
orthodox doctrine very clearly, is strongly reprehended 
by Basil and Gennadius on this head, notwithstanding 
that they must have heen well aware of his Letter in his 
own defence to Dionysius of Rome, when calJed upon for 
an explanation of some of his statements, which indeed is 
expressly noticed by Basil. Thus is he spoken of by Basil; 
" As it respects your inquiries concerning the writings of 
Dionysius, they have reached us, and that in great num- 
bers. But we have them not at hand, and therefore have 
not sent them. But our opinion is this. 'Ve do not 
admire all the writings of that man. And there are some 
which we altogether disapprove. For I might almost 
say, that of that impious heresy which is now so rife, I 
mean the Anomæan, he, as far as we know, was the fir::;t 
that supplied the seeds. But I think that tl]e cause of 
this was not any error in his own views, but his vehement 
desire to oppose Sabellius. I am therefore in the habit of 
comparing him to a gardener straightening a young plant. 
that is bent, and by drawing it IJack too much missing 
the middle and leading away the plant in the contrary 
direction. Something like this we find to have happened 
to this man. For opposing vehemently the impiety of the 
Libyan, he was unconsciously carried himself into an op- 
posite error by his vehement opposition; and when it 
was sufficient for him to show that the Father and bon 
were not the same subjectively,J and thus to gain tIle 
victory against the blasphemer, he, that he might most 


I OIJ TalJTOJl TW ÍI1rOKflP.fJlW naT7/p /Cal l.íIJS. 




80 


PATRISTICAL TR-\DlTION 


clearly triumph and gain more than a victory, not only 
lays down a distinction of hypostases, but also a difference 
of essence, and degrees of power, and diversity of glory.l 
So that it thus happened, that he exchanged one error for 
another, and erred from correct doctrine. Thus, then, he 
is inconsistent in his writings; at one time taking away 
the consubstantiality on account of him" ho used the term 
improperly so as to destroy the hypostases, at another time 
admitting it in what he wrote in his own defence to his 
namesake. 2 1\Ioreover, concerning the Spirit also, he has 
uttered language by no means suitable to the Spirit, sepa- 
'J"at-illg 'it from t!tut Godhead that is to be wors!tipped, and 
'IlumbeTÏllg it among inferior beings with created and minis- 
tratlre nature. 3 Such is this man." 4 
Such is the testimony of Basil; and Gennadius of lVlar- 
seiUes calls him the fountain of the Arian heresy. 5 Can 
it be denied, then, that even Diollysius of Alexandria 
wrote respecting the Son, so as apparently to support 
error; and that such a fact shows us that, instead of find- 
ing in the early Fathers an accurate report of ApostolicaJ 
doctrine, we have often, even in the case of those who 
may have been orthodox, language very much opposed 


1 OIJX 
TEpOT1}Ta /-WJlOJl TWJI Ó7rOUTaUEWJI Tt6ETat, aÀÀa Kat OIJUtUS litucþopuII, 
Kut liIJJlUJJ.EWS ÚcþEUtJl KUt liO
1}S 7rapuÀÀu-Y1}JI. 
- TUIJ'T1} TOt KCU 7ruJI"I"oliu7ros ECfTtJI EJI TOts UV-Y-YPUJ-l-JJ.UUtJI, JlIJJI JJ.EP aJlatpWJI TO 
ó/-WOVUtOJl, lita TOJI E7r' a6ET1}UEt 'TWJI Ú7rOCfTaUEWJI KO./Cc.;S UIYrW KEXP1}JJ.EJlOP" JlVJI liE 
7rpOUtEJJ.EJlOS EJI ÓtS Q.7rOÀO')'EtTUt 7rpOS 'TOJI óP.WJlV/-WP. 
3 IIpos liE TOVTOtS Kat 7rEpt TOIJ IIPEIiJJ.U'TOS acþ1}KE CPWJlUS, 
KtCfTa 7rpE7rOIJUaS TW 
IIJlEIJP.UTt, 'T1}S 7rpOUKrJPOVP.EJl1}S UIYrO 6eOT7]TOS E
OptrWJI, Kat Ka'TW7rOV T1} IfTtU'T1} KCU 
ÀEITOVP-YW cþVUEt uVJlapI6JJ.wP. \Vith this testimony it is difficult to know what 
to determine respecting the gcn uinenes:> of the "Letter to Paul of Samosata," 
attributed to DionYlSius, which on other grounds is, 88 Dr. Cave tells us, "sus- 
pected by many" (multis suspeeta). The testimonies it contains to the true 
anù proper divinity (in the highest sensc of the term) of the Son and Holy 
Spirit are very strong sad clcar. If it be his, we must supposc either that the 
expressions here referred to by Basil wcre unintentionally incorreet, or tJmt 
]Iis view!! underwent sume change. 
4 13asill\1. Ep. 9. Ope ed. Ben. tom. iii. pp. 90,91. 
:I Nï\Ül creatum aut seniens in Tlinitate credendum ut vult DiollJsius 
fons Arii. GENNAD. De ccdes. dogmat. c. 4. Inter Op. Augustin. d. Ben. 
tom. 8. App. col. 76. 
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to it? They either held different sentiments at ùifferent 
times, or expressed themselves so imperfectly and incor- 
rectly, as to appear to support error, even when they did 
not intend it. 
In the same condition with Dionysius stands Theo. 
gnostus, who, although he is quoted by Athanasius, as sup- 
porting the doctrine of the Son's consubstantiality, is re- 
prehended by Gregory N yssen for very opposite doctrine. 
"Neither [says Gregory Nyssen] was Eunomius alone 
deceived in this, &c.; but we may find language equi- 
valent to his in the books of Theognostus, who says that 
God, when he wished to construct the universe, first ap- 
pointed his Son 3S a certain rule of workmanship." 1 
The same charge is repeated, with various weighty ad- 
ditions, by Photius, who accuses him of calling the Son a 
creature (J::nuflu). and assertiIlg that he has rule only over 
rational beings; and also of speaking, in an unorthodox 
'\a)', of the Holy Spirit. 2 
So the work of N ovatian on the Trinity above quoted, 
is accused by Ruffinus (who attributes it to TertuIIian) of 
being unorthodox OIl the subject of the Holy t;pirit; and 
he charges the 1\Iaceùonians with hm-ing exposed it for 
sale at a low price at Constantinople, under the name of 
Cyprian. 3 
And of Lactantius, we have (as the reader will re- 
member) this account given us by Jerome. "Lactantius 
in his writings, and particularly in his letters to Deme- 
trian, altogether denies the entity of the Holy Spirit; and, 
by a Jewi!;h error, says that he is to be referred either 
to the Father or the 
on; and that the holiness of each 


I Ov /-Wvos EV 'TOIITW 7rE7rÀaV7'JTac /CCl.Ta 'T7)V aTomav 'TOV ðo-y}J.CI.'TOS Ó EVVO}J.lOS. 
a"A"A' Eern /Cw EV 'TOtS 0EO-YVl>>U'TW 7rE7rOV7]}J.EVOtS 'TO ceroll Eúpew. ÓS cþ7'J Cft 'TOV ÐEOV 
ßov"AO}J.EJlOV 'TO ðe 'TO 7rav /CCl.Taer/CEVCl.erW, 7rpW'TOV TOV vlov oloVEC nvCI. /CCl.vova 'T7'JS 
ð7]}J.lOVP-YCCl.S 7rpovrroU'TfJeraer6ac. Contr. Eunom. Orate 3a. tom. ii. .p. J J2. cd. 
It;J 5. 
2 Photii ßibJioth. Art. 107. col. 230. ed. JG53. 
3 Avu!. pro. Orig. Inter Op. Orig. ell. Ben. tom. 4. App. p. 53. Jerome 
corre
ts him in hi:; reply, as far as re:opcct:s the name of the author, intimating 
that It was known to he K ovatian'H. 
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Person is pointed out under his name." 1 And again;- 
"1\IANY, through ignorance of tile Scriptures, assert (as 
also Firmianus does in the eighth book of his Letters to 
Demetrian,) that the Father and Son are often caned the 
Holy Spirit. And while we ought clearly to believe in 
a Trinity, they taking away the third Person, hold it to 
be not a hypostasis of the Trinity, but a name." 2 
And Augustine, having observed that to the Scriptures 
alone he had learned to give such honour as to suppose 
the writers of them certainly inerrable, adds, of all other 
writers,-" But others, however distinguished they may 
be for holiness and learning, I so read as not to thiIlk 
anything true, because they thought it to be so, hut be- 
cause they are able to persuade me, eitlLCr by tlwse canonical 
authors, or by some probable reason, that it is agreeable to 
the truth." 3 
Now, had Augustine held our opponents' doctrine of 
" catholic consent," here would have been the fairest pos- 
sible opportunity for enforcing- it; indeed, it would have 
been impossible for him to have passed it over; but, on 
the contrary, he tens us that he receives no doctrine from 
any other source but the Scriptures, except by being per- 
suaded of its truth, either by arguments drawn from the 
Scriptures, or by reason. 
'Ve see, then, that these Fathers made no scruple to 
find fault with the Fathers that preceded them, and to 
accuse them of heterodoxy, even on fundamental points; 
and even where they. indulged the hope that the hete- 
rodoxy of their writings was rather the result of haste or 
carelessness, or the desire of victory over their opponents, 
than their own convictions, they hesitated not to pro- 
nounce them to be very unfit guides, on account of that 


J See p. 244. above. 
2 See p. 244. above. 
Alios autem ita lego, ut quantalibet sanctitate doctrinaque præpoJ]cant, 
non ideo verum putem quia ipsi ita senserunt, sed quia mihi vel per illos 
auctores canonicos, vel prohahili ratione, quod a vero lion abhorreat, per- 

uadere potuerunt. Epi!;t. ad IIieroll. 112. (al. 19.) Tom. 
. col. 19l1. ed. 
Bened. 
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inaccuracy in their statements. I-Iow is it, then, that we 
are now requested to take for granted-aye, and that even 
upon the authority of these very Fathers of the fourth and 
succeeding centuries-that all the catholic writers of the 
first three ceniuries must have held the faith correctìy in 
all fundamental points; and moreover, must have ex- 
l)ressed it so correctly in their writings, that their consent 
is, in fundamentals, a necessary and infallible guide in 
the interpretation of Scripture? 
It is quite true that these Fathers may have held, and 
probably did hold, that there had been in the church a 
succession of those who had delivered the true doctrine. 
And so do we. And hence it is that we admit the prin- 
ciple, that if you take all the remains of the primitive 
church for the first few centuries, (our church seems gene- 
rally held to include aùout the first five centuries,) you will 
find among them a correct statement of the true orthodox 
doctrine in all fundamental and important points. And 
tIlUS those writings constitute a useful practical check 
against the inroads of error, of Popish novelties, and fana- 
tical conceits. But the notion of our being able to obtain 
catholic consent for tbe whole orthodox faith, or even the 
consent of the Fathers that remain to us after that assi- 
duous .weeding that the patristical writings have in an 
proùahility undergone, and which has left us, out of the 
., ÍlUtt1.1uerable" authors of the first tbree centuries, the 
mutilated remains of about twenty, is both utterly op- 
pOf'ed to the statements of the Fathers themselves, and 
never could dwell for a moment in the mind of anyone 
fully acquainted with their writings, and viewing them 
with an impartial eye. It lllay be a very pretty theory 
viewed at a distance, but it Will110t stand the test of ex- 
amination. There is hardly one, perhaps not one, single 
point of doctrine now controverted, in which an adversary 
of the orthodox doctrine could not bring forward some 
plausible patristical evidence in his favour. 
IIow, 1 would ask, is it possible to deny this, when" e 
bec 
Ul'h a man as l)hotius, wllO:-e IcarnilJg', judgmcnt,. 
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extensive reading, and varied qualifications for pro- 
nouncing an opinion, are undeniable,! sitting down to 
give an account of the writings of the Fathers, which he 
possessed apparently to a much greater extent than are 
now extant, and accusing one and another of them of 
erroneous statements in the most fundamental points 1 2 
To attribute this to want of judgment and power of dis- 
crimination is out of the question. Against the practice 
of judging from insulated passages he particularly pro- 
tests. 3 To attribute it to partiality is equally unreason- 
able, for what o
ject had he to gain by running them 
down ? None. How, then, are we t.o account for it '? 
Clearly from the fact that these Fathers have expressed 
themselves most erroneously; and if, in the judgment of 
charity, we can hope that they did not entertain the sen- 
timents they appear to have expressed, but that their 
expressions are to be set down to carelessness, or a desire 
of victory over their opponents, it is, as Photius says, but 
a very poor defence,4 and certainly disqualifies them from 
being considered safe guides, and shuts out the possibility 
of catholic consent. 
To say the least, then, I would ask, 'Yhen learned 
men, even on the orthodox side, are disagreed on the 
question of the orthodoxy of these Fathers, even in fun- 
damentals; when it is allowed by all to require much 
consideration, and a nice balancing of seemingly opposite 
passages, to arrive at the sentiments of these authors; 
when it is a common saying that the Fathers often 
thought more correctly than they spoke,5 which is just 
the expression of a charitable hope, that though their 


I Cave, speaking of his Bibliotheca, to which work I am here alJuding 
more particularly, saYB,-" Opus in quo ingenii acumen, juùicii gravitatem, 
legentis industriam an lectionis varictatem quis magis admiratur haud facile 
wxerim." Hist. Lit. ii. p. 48. 
2 See his observations on Origen, Theognostus, Pierius, l\Iethodius, &c. 
3 See his Biblioth. Art. 2
5 on Eulogius, col. 761. eù. 1653. 
" PHOTo Biblioth. Art. 107. De Theognosto, eol. 280. ed. 1653. 
S Jam lludum observarunt Docti, Patres sæpenumcro rectius sCllsisbe quam 
locutus fuisse. Lumper. Hist. Crit. Patr. vol. 3. p. 157. 
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writings seem to defend error, they did not mean to do 
so, and shows how little fitted their writings are to be a 
standard of appeal; when it is allowed that some of them 
must be admitted to have spoken very indiscreetly and 
incorrectly, and some are altogether given up, is it not 
preposterous to talk of catholic consent as the neces- 
sary and infallible interpreter of Scripture, and even part 
of the rule of faith? Is it not absurd to maintain that 
there is. a consentient testimony in the Fathers on such 
points, delivering the faith more clearly than the Scrip- 
ture? And it is worth remarking, that it was upon the 
testimony of these very Fathers that Dr. Clarke and 
1\1r. 'Vhiston grounded their unorthodox notions on this 
subject, and indeed from them they appear to have 
derived them. 
It is, I admit, a disappointment to find such inaccuracies 
and discrepancies? even in the highest points of faith, in 
the few remains tbat have come down to us of the earliest 
instructors of the Christian church. It renders the argu- 
ment from them, as far as those discrepancies extend, 
very different to what it would have been had we found 
them giving a clear con sentient testimony to the full ortho- 
ùox faith. 
N or can it be justly urged that the unorthodox state- 
ments of a few of the Fathers are of no moment, because, 
compared with the small number that remain to us, they 
are an important part of the whole. It is easy to say 
that a few authors are as nothing compared with the sen- 
timents of the great body of the church; but unfortu- 
nately we have only the testimony of a few authors as to 
what those sentiments were, and consequently a discre- 
pancy in the statements of those that remain leaves us 
altogether uncertain in the matter. 
K ow I am quite aware that there will be some who 
will Le very impatient at auy attempt to show that there 
is no conSent of Fathcrs even on roints of the greatest 
moment. Of such I would mcrely l)cg' to ask one ll ues - 
tiou,-Of what possible consequence can it be to us that 
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out of some twenty or twenty-five authors that lWppPll to 
remain to us of the primitive church, there are a few that 
seem very much to have misapprehended the truth in 
some important points? That it prevents our having 
anything that we can call an infallihle rule by which to 
bind the consciences of men to believe more than Scrip- 
ture reveals, or to believe that any certain patristical 
intel'pretation of Scripture is infallibly true, is not to be 
denied. And this to those who love to wield the sceptre 
of authority over others, is no doubt irksome. But I can- 
not see any cause for alarm in it, or that it exposes the 
truth to any danger. Here are certain philosophizing 
Christians, converts perhaps from l)aganism, speaking 
very incorrectly up-on points connected with the doctrine 
of the Trinity. \Vhat then? Is it any matter for sur- 
prise? 'Vhat may have passed upon the subject in the 
primitive church we know not. And if we did know, cir- 
cumstances may easily have precluded any general or 
even synodical expression of feeling on the matter. \Yhy 
we should labour and toil to show that they did not mean 
what their expressions seem to imply, or that their 
writings must be corrupted, or why we should suppose the 
truth endangered by their errors, I know not. I think we 
may venture to affirm, that even in modern times very 
dangerous tenets may be propagated by writers 'without 
the church moving to condemn them. At any rate, my 
opponents cannot condemn rue for quoting these passages, 
for their theory is,- that the truth is delivered obscurely in 
Sc!.ipture, but clearly in the Fathers. They cannot surely 
then object to men being made acquainted with those 
clear expositions (as they think them) of the orthodox 
faith. If they are so clear they can do no harm, though 
quoted by one who is dull enough to misapprehend them. 
Having entered so fully into the evidence against any 
supposed consent of the Fathers in the very highest 
points, I shall be more brief as it respects the others I 
purpose noticing. 
1"0 go through all the points on which even the Fathers 
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that remain to us are divided in sentiment, would be to 
go through almost all, if not all, the points of Christian 
doctrine, except perhaps such as are in so many words 
laid down in the Apostles' Creed. I will instance, how- 
ever, a few. 
And first, the doctrine of the procession of the Holy 
Spirit from the Father and the 80n. It will not, I con- 
ceive, be denied, that to obtain any clear evidence in 
favour of this doctrine from the works of the Ante-Nicene 
Fathers is impossible, and that, with the exception of 
such passages as that of Origen quoted above, in which 
the Holy Spirit is represented as being one of the things 
made by the Son,! wherever the relation of the Holy Spirit 
to the other Persons of the Godhead is mentioned, the 
expressions used would rather favour the doctrine main- 
tained by the Greek Ch urch of the procession from the 
Father only. And when the point came to be discussed, 
there was a great division of opinion on the subject, the 
majority apparently holding the doctrine of the proces- 
sion of the Holy Spirit from the Father and tlte Son, but- 
others, as Theodoret, maintaining that the 
pirit pro- 
ceeded from the Father only. Thus Theodoret says,- 
" That the Spirit is the Spirit of the Son, if he [i. e. Cyril] 
means as of the same nature, and proceeding from the 
Father, we confess it too, and receive it as an orthodox 
saying; lJut if he means it in the sense of his being from 
the Son, or as having his subsistence through the Son, 
we shall reject this as blasphemous and impious." 2 And 
it is maintained by the adherents of this doctrine in the 
Greek Church, that this is the true catholic doctrine of 
the church. Thus 1\Iichael Psellus, who wrote in the 
eleventh century, says,-" The holy and catholic church 


1 See p. 241 ahove. 
2 llitOJl liE: TO nJlE:vl-'a TOV 'Ttov, E:t I-'f:JI ws ðfLO!þvu lCat EIC naTpos EIC7rOp EVO I-'E:IIOII 
E<þ7J, UV/l0p.D7I.0,),7J f10 I-'EII, lCat ws EVUEß7J ðE
01-'E:6a T7JII <þWJl7JII. Et liE WS E:
 'Twv, 7J lit' 
'Twv T7JII v7rap
tll E:XOII, ws ß7I.U.U<þ7Jp.DII TOIITO lCat &'s livuuEßu a7roppu/i O I-'E:II. 
THEI)DORET. Repr. Anathcm. C.rrill. adv. Anath. 9. Op. tom. v. p. .J.7. ed. 
Schulzc. 
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holds that the Spirit proceeds from the Father only, and 
not from the Son." 1 
And certainly as far as patristical testi.mony is concerned, 
it forms a strong negative argument in favour of those 
who deny the procession from the SOIl, that the Creed as 
agreed upon at the Council of Constantinople, had only 
the words, " who proceedeth from the Father;" the words 
"and the Son" having been added long after by the 
Latins. 2 
Others of the Greek Fathers appear to have ap- 
proached nearer the doctrine of the Latin church in this 
point than '}'heodoret, but hardly any of the antient 
Greek Fathers, as far as I am aware, held properly the 
procession from the Son. 
This surely is another proof that the notion that there 
was a full and correct report of all the important doctrines 
of Christianity handed down by the consentient testi- 
mony of the Fathers of each age is a mere dream of the 
imagination, completely disproved by the facts of the 
case. 
The same may be said of the N estorian and Eutychian 
heresies. The defenders of these heresies stoutly maintained 
that the primitive Fathers were in their favour, as we 
shall hereafter show; and this appeal, in the absence of 
the t.estimonies they adduced, it is but idle to treat as the 
mere falsehood of heretics. Nay, Theodoret, one of the 
most learned of the Greek Fathers, when denying the 
hypostatical union of the divine and human natures in 
Christ, which was the very essence of the N estorian he- 
resy, says, "the hypostatical union we altogether reject, 
as outlandish and foreign to the divine Scriptures and tlle 
Fathers who hm:e inte11Jreted them." 3 


I 'H å-Yla Kal Ka60ll.IKa EKKlI.7]Ula lio-yp.anÇEI . . . . . TO 7r/lfup.a EK P.O/IOU TOU 
naTpos fK1I"0pfllTO/l, a7l.lI.' OUXI fK TOU ''CWY. Cap. Theol. c. 10. p. 157. 
2 See Pearson on the Creed, Art. 8, (pp. 486, 7. Dobson) and Burton's 
Testim. to Doctr. of Trin. p. 144. 
3 T7]/I Kaff Ó7rOUTaUI/I 
/lWUI/I 7ra/ITa7raUI/I a-Y/lOOup.f/l, &s 
EJl7]/I Kal a7l.lI.O!þulI.o/l TW/I 
6f1W/I -ypacþw/I Kal TW/I TallTaS 7;PP.7]/lfUKOTW/I 7raTEpW/I. THEODORET. Repr. 
Anathem. Cyrill. Ope tom. v. p. 10. Schulze. And see the observations of 
Garnier, ib. pp. 464 and 478, &c. 
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Let us next inquire whether these Fathers bore a con- 
sentient testimony on the points connected with what are 
now called Pelagian errors. So far from it, that we find 
many passages in them very pointedly in favour of those 
errors. 
Thus Clement of Alexandria, when disputing against 
the Tatianists, says, " Let them tell us where the newborn 
infant hath committed fornication, or how onp U;110 has 
done nothing lmtlt fallen under Adam'.ç curse," 1 where in 
effect the doctrine of original sin is clearly denied. 
As it respects the doctrine of freewil1, it is notoriol1s 
that the early Fathers have often expressed them
elves 
most erroneously on the subject. It is satisfactory, how- 
ever, to be able to add that most of them have done so in- 
consistently with their own statements in other passages. 
On this matter I know not that I can do better than quote 
tlIe following passage from the learned Bishop 1\Iorton, 
which probably contains a fair and just view of the case, 
and to wl1Îch I the rather refer the reader, because Bishop 
1\lorton is not only an able judge on the point, but also 
one of our opponents' favourite witnesses. In his reply to 
the Romish Apologie, in which a sarcastic allusion had 
been made to the complaints of the Protestants as to the 
erroneous statements of some of the Fathers on this point, 
he speaks thus,-" The censurp which tlte judicious Pro- 
testants have passed upon antient authors is not an uni- 
versal taxation of all, but yet of many. Now, if the A po- 
logists had not in this their opposition rather affected (as 
may be feared) seducement than judgment, they might 
have taught their reader from their own Sixtus Senensis, 
and from three of their principal .r esuits, that in the root 
of the doctrine of freewill, 'Chryso"tom, Cyril, Theophy- 
lact, Euthymius, illcumenius, Ammonius, aUtI most of 
others, especially in the Greek church, did yield too much 


I AE")'ETCJJf1av 111),IJI, 7rOV f;7rOPJlEVUf;JI TO "yEJlJl1)6EJI 7rU/1ìIOJI, 1) 7rCJJS' t"nro T1)JI TOV A7iap. 
Vn-07rE7rTCJJKEJI apaJl TO P.1)6f;JI EJlEfY'Y'1Uav. Strom. lib. iii. pp. 55G, ï. ed. Potter. 
A nd if we are to suppose that the work caHed" HypotYlJoses," attributed to 
him, anù mentioned u;y PhotiuB, was rcally hi::!, he is chargeable with state- 
ments far more unurthodox than tIlis. 


YOL. 1. 
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unto the power of nature in the freewill of man.' And 
in this and other doctrines of affinitie therewith did secm 
to have 'inclined, contrarie unto 
cripture, unto the error 
of the Pelagians.' 'Yherein we easily perceive with what 
prejudice the Apologists have been transported thus to 
traduce Protestants as being injurious in that taxation, 
wherein by the judgment of their own Jesuits tltey stand 
justifiable unto el,ery conscience of man. Nevertheless we 
do not so judge the Fathers as herein damnably erroneous, 
but so far ExceSE tllem, as we shall be able to show, that 
the censured Fathers were but inconstantly erroneous in 
their doctrine of Freewill, who did often deliver unto 11S 
concerning it most wholesome J'eceipts. The Protestant 
authors, viz. the Centurists and Scultetus in the places 
alleged by the Apologists, have particularly and by name 
observed that J ustinus, Irenæus, Clemens, Tertullian, 
Origen, Cyprian, and othcrs, albeit MANY TIMES tlu'!! 
P lea d('d for the .free'lL. ill of tlle corrupt nature of mall, yet 
were they SOMETIME reduccd unto the more orthodoxal 
hold, writing thereof more commodiously." And l1e 
adds his belief that "the occasion of this difference" was 
"a whirlwind of conh-ary heresies," " for the overthrow of 
which some Fatlwrs did contrarily yield too much unto tlte 
pOlL'er of tllÆ u:ill." 1 
This passage presents us, I believe, with the true state of 
the case, drawn by one inclined to take a charitable and fa- 
vourable view of what the Fathers have delivered, but never 
dreaming of the notion that their consent was partofthe rule 
offitith, and a necessary guide to the right interpretation of 
Scripture, and therefore giving an impartial view of their 
statements. 2 And it is obvious that if this passage gives 
us at all a correct view of the case, it is absurd to think 
of deriving anything like a consentient testimony from 


I l\IORTON'S Catholiquc Appeal for Protestants, pp. 201, 2. 
2 This view is ahundantly confirmed by our learned Dr. '''Tllitaker, in Jlis 
Treatise, De peccato originali, lih. ii. c. 2, but ßisl10P l\Iorton is olle of our 
opponent:;' own witne:>ses for the doctrine of our church on this whole Bub- 
ject. 
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them in favour of the orthodox doctrine, when they have 
contradicted themselves in the matter, and some of them 
spoken more frequently in favour of the erroneous than 
of the orthodox doctrine. That there is a testimony in 
them in favour of the orthodox doctrine is a proposition 
for which we contend, but that there is a consistent and 
consentient testimony pervading the whole of them is 
what we whoJIy ùeny, and what is altogether opposed to 
the plain facts of the case. Anù thus again, in this most 
important point, instead of obtaining in them a sure inter- 
preter of Scripture and juùge of controversies, we are 
compelled to make Scripture the judge of their contro- 
versies, and even the judge between the contradictory 
statements of the same individual. 
I will give one more example on this head, viz. the 
interesting and important question as to the intermediate 
state of the souls of the just between death and the re- 
surrection. And as it is a point which has been less fully 
discussed than those already mentioned, and which can 
hardly fail to be interesting to the reader, I will enter 
more at large into it, especially as it is a remarkable in- 
stance how clearly and strongly a doctrine may be laid 
down by primitive Fathers, and defended by a large body 
of them, which yet was not held by others, and conse- 
quently a proof how easily we may be deceived when con- 
cluding, that because a doctrine was held by those whose 
works happen to remain, that is, by those of them who 
have mentioned the subject, therefore, it must have Leen 
held by the universal church. 
On this point then-viz. the intermediate state of the 
souls of the ju
t between death and the resurrection- 
'Ve find Irenæus thus speaking ;-" Since the Lord de- 
parteù to the valley of the shaùow of death [alluding ap- 
parently to Psa. xxiii. 4.] wlwre tlte souls of the dead were, 
and then afterwards ro
e in the ùoùy, anù after his resur- 
rection was taken up; it is manifest that the souls of his 
disciples also, on w h05e account the Lord did these tIJings, 
go a"ay to the place [or, im"isi1Jle place] appointed for 
11 2 
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t.hcm by God, and thcre dwell until the resurrection, 
awaiting the resurrection; and then having had their 
bodies restored to them, and risen perfectly, that is, with 
t heir bodies, even as the Lord arose, shall thus comc to 
the vision of God." 1 And in the context, he calls the 
opinion of those who supposed that the souls of believers 
enjoyed the vision of God immediately after their death 
heretical. 
The same doctrine is delivered by Justin l\Iartyr, who 
in his Dialogue with Trypho, says, that " the souls of t11e 
pious remain somewhere in a better sort of place, and the 
unjust and wicked souls in a worse, awaiting the time of 
the judgment." 2 And he, like Irenæus, classes the doc- 
trine that the souls of the just are immediately received 
into heaven among the notions of the heretics ;-" If," 
he says, " ye meet with some who are called Christians, 
who do not admit this, [i. e. the doctrine of the miJIenni- 
u Ill] . . .'. . and who say that there is no resurrection of 
the dead, but that as soon as they die, their souls are taken 
lip Lllto heaven, you must not suppose them to be Chris- 
tians." 3 Here, doubtless, the gravamen of the heresy 
was in denying the resurrection, but ncvertheless, the 
doctrine that the souls of the just are received at once 
into heaven, is part of the doctrine here replehenùed as 
hcretical. 


I Quum enim Dominus in medio umbræ mortis abierit, ubi animæ mortuo- 
rum erant, post deinde corporaliter rcsurrexit, et post resnrrectionem assumtu8 
e:;t, manifc:;tum cst quia et ùiscipulorum ejus, propter quos et hæc opcratus est 
Dominus, a1 1}uxa& a7rfpXOJITa& f&S TOil T07rOIl [invisibilem locum, rete Lat. int.] 
TOil l.Jp&a)J.f/lO/l avra&S a7rO TOU E>fOU, KalCf& P.fXp& T1]S allaUTCUTfCc!S !þO&TCc!U&, 7rfP&P.f- 
IIUUua& T1]1I a.llaUTCU1&II. f7rf&Ta arroll.aßouua& T<< UCc!p.aTa, Ka& óll.OKlI.1]pwS allaUTaUa&, 
TovrfUT& UCc!p.aT&KCc!S, Ka6Cc!s Ka& ð Kupws a/lHrT1], oVrCc!S fll.fuuOIITa& f&S T1]1I 01}&1I TUu 
E>fDV. IRE
.lib. v. c. 3]. (p. 331. cd. Mass.) There is also a pas.:!age, lib. v. c. 
5. (p. 29B.) which seems of similar import. 
2 Tas P.fll TCc!1I fUUfßCc!II, fll KPf&TTOII& 7r0& XCc!pCc! P.fllf&lI, Tas lif M&KOVS Ka& 7I"oJ/1]pas 
fll Xf&POII&, TOil T1]S KP&UfCc!S fKlifxop.fllas XPOIIOII Ton [7I"0n Thirlb.] J U8n
. 
Dial. cum Tryph. 
 5. p. lOi. ed. Bened. 
3 E& "Yap #ca& uUlllißall.fTf úp.f&S Tun lI.f"YOP.fIlO&S Xp&unavo&s, Ka& TOvrO p.1] ðp.u- 
lI.O"YOUU&II, . . . 01 Ka& lI.f"Y.JUU& p.1] f&lIa& IIfKpCc!1I allaUTaU&v, all.lI.a åp.a TCc! a7ru6v7}u
 
Kf&1I TU.S 1}uxas ftuTCc!1I u.llall.ap.ßJ.l!fo 6<<& HS TOil OV,JaIlOIl, p.7} Ú7roll.aß7}Tf avrous Xp&U- 
Tla&ous. In. iI.J. g {JO. 1'. I is. 
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So) also, Tertullian. "But if Christ, who was 00(1, 
because he was also man, having died according to the 
Scriptures, and been buried according to the same, com- 
plied also with this law, having put on the appearance of 
human death in the lower regions; and did not ascend to 
the heights of the heaven before he descended to the 
lower parts of the earth, that he might make the Patri- 
archs anù Prophets there partakers of his presence, JOu 
have also to believe a subterraneous region in the lower 
parts of the earth, and drive away those who proudly 
enough think that the souls of the faithful deserve a better 
abode tlJan the lower regions; being truly servants aLove 
their Lord, and disciples above their l\Iaster, disdaining 
perhaps to receive in the bosom of Abraham the comfort of 
an expected resurrection . . . . . Heaven is open to none 
while the earth remains safe, not to say closed. For the 
kingdom of heaven will be opened with the passing away 
of the world. . . . . . You have also a little treatise on 
Paradise, written by us, in which we have resolved, that 
every soul is set apart in the lowe;- regions against the 
day of the Lord." 1 And further on in the same treatise, 
-" Are therefore all sonls kept in the lower regions? 
You speak rightly. Be you wining or unwilling, there are 
now there Lðth torments and delights." 2 
And again elsewhere, with a mere verbal difference as 
to the use of the phrase, "lower regions," he says, 


I Quod si Christus Deus, quia et homo, mortuus secundum Scripturas et 
scpultus secus casdem, huic quoque legi satisfecit, forma humanæ mortis apud 
inferos functus 
 nec ante ascendit in suhlimiora cælorum quam descendit in 
infcriora terrarum, ut ilIic Patriarchas et Prophetas compotes sui faceret, habes 
et regionem inf
rûm subterrancam credere, et illos cubito pellerc qui satis su- 
perbe non putant animas fidelium inferis dignas : servi super Dominum, et dis- 
cipuli super Jlagistrum, aspernati si forte in Abrahæ sinu expectandæ resur- 
rcctionis 801atium capcre . . . N uBi patct cælum terra adhuc salva) ne dixe- 
rim ('Iausa. Cum transactione enim mundi reserahuntur regna cælorum . . . 
lIabes etiam de Paradiso a nobis libcUum, quo constituimus omnem animam 
al'ud Ínfcros sequestrari in diem Domini. TERTl"J.I. De Anima. c. .1;). p. :
O-!. 
cd. 1664. 
2 Omnes ergo allimæ penes illfcros? Tnquis. Yelis ac nolis et sUl'pHcia jam 
ilIic ct refriéeria. In. ih. c. 511. p. ;jOG. 
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" 'Vhence it is eviùent to every wise man . . . . . that 
there is a certain place which is caUed the bosom of 
Abraham, set apart for the reception of the souls of his 
children, even of the Gentiles . . . that that place there- 
fore, I mean the bosom of Abraham, which, although not 
in heaven, is yet above the lower regions, will in the 
meantime aftòrd ref.'eshment to the souls of the just until 
the consummation of things shall bring ahout the resur- 
rection of all in the fulness of the reward." 1 
Other similar passages may be found in his writings. 2 
There is also a passage of Clement of Alexandria, 
which seems to show that he held the same view, where 
he speaks of" the expected resurrection, when at the end 
of the world the ang'els shall receive the truly penitent 
into the heavenly tabernacles . . . and before all the 
Saviour himself meets him with a kind reception, afford- 
ing light, cloudless and eternal, leading him to the bosom 
of the Father, to eternal light, to the kingdom of 
heaven." :3 
Thus also Origen.-" For not even the Apostles," he 
SLl)'S, "have yet received their joy, but themselves also 
wait for it, that I also may become a partaker of their joy. 
For neither the saints, when they depart hence, receive 
immediately the full reward of their deserts; but wait for 
us . . . . You see, therefore, that Abraham yet waits for 
the attainment of that which is perfect. And Isaac waits, 
and Jacob, and aU the Prophets wait for us, that they lllay 
enjoy with us perfect happiness. On this account, there- 


I Unde apparet sapienti eui(lUe . . . esse aliquam loealem determination em, 
quæ sinus dicta sit Abrahæ ad recipienùas animas filiorum ejus, etiam ex na- 
tionibus . . . Eam itaque regionem, sinum dieo Abrahæ, etsi non cælestem, 
8ublimiorem tamen inferis, interim refrigerium præhituram animabus justorum 
donee consummatio rerum rcsurrectionem omnium plenituùine merceùis ex- 
pungat. ID. ad". 1\Iare. lib. iv. c. 3-1. pp. 450,451. 
2 See TERTUI.. Apologet. c. 47. p. 37. 
eorp. c. 12. p. 498. 
3 AvUUTaUfClJS fÀ7r1ÇOP.fJl7jS, lrraJl fJl 'T1} UVJlTfÀfta 'TOV atwJlOS, oí aTIfÀOt 'TOVS 
aÀ7j6ws P.f'TUIIOOVVTas l>f
wVTat fts f7rOVpaJlWVS UK1}lIas, . . 7rpO lìf 7raJITWIl all'Tos Ó 
};WT7JP 7rpOa7ravTéj lìf
tOU"4fIlVS. cþ'fJS Opf"YWIl. aUKtOlI, a7raVU701l. úlì1}'Ywll ftS 'TOVS IWÀ- 
7rOVS'TOV na'TpOS, ftS 'T1}1I atwlltOJI ÇW1}II, ftS 'T7JII ßaUtÀftall 'TWII oupa!lw!I. CJ EU. 
AI.EX. Quis Di\c!<SiLhetur. ad.jill. ('II. Potter, pp. flr.O, filiI. 
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fore, even that mystery is kept to the last day of the de- 
ferred judgment." 1 And again he says, elsewhere, "It 
is my opinion that all the saints that depart from this life 

hall remain in a certain place in the earth, which the 
divine Scripture calls Paradise, as in a place of instruc- 
t . "2 
IOn. 
In the immediate context of this last passage, however, 
he seems to intimate that their stay in this place is longer 
or shorter, according to their deserts; and that they gra- 
dually ascend through a succession of such places to 
heaven; which is not very reconcileable with the former 
passage, and is a specimen of wlmt we so often meet with 
in several of the Fathers; namely, that self-cont.radiction, 
which makes it almost impossible, and sometimes quite 
impossible, to tell what their real views were. However, 
as it respects the point now in question, his view is evi- 
dently, to a certain extent at least, agreeable to that of 
the Fathers already quoted. 
The last I shall quote is Lactantius, who thus delivers 
the same doctrine.-" Nor let anyone think that souls 
are judged immediately after death. For all are kept. in 
one common place of custody, until the time comes when 
the great Judge will make enquiry into their deserts.":3 
To these authorities, various others might be added, 


I Nondum ellim receperunt lætitiam suam ne Apostoli quidem, sed et ipsi 
exspectant, ut et ego lætitiæ corum particeps fiam. N eque enim deceùentes 
hinc sandi, continuo integra meritorum suorum præmia consequuntur; seù 
exspectant etiam nos . .. Vides ergo quia exspectat adhuc Abraham, ut 
'luæ perfecta sunt consequatur. Exspectat et Isaac, et Jacob, et omnes ]>ru- 
phetæ exspectant nos ut nobiscum perfectam beatitudinem capiant. I)ropter 
hæc ergo etiam mystcrium illuù in ultimam diem ùilati judicii custoditur. 
ÛRIG. Hom. 7. in Levit. 
 2. tom. 2. p. 2
2. See also Hom. 26 in Num. 
 4. 
p. 372. , 
2 I)uto enim quod sancti quif}ue discedentes ùt: hac vita pcrnmnebunt in 
loco aliquo in terra posito, quem paradisum dicit Scriptum divilla, \elut in 
<luodam eruditionis loco. ORIG. De rrincip. Jib. 2. aù fin. c. xi. 
 6. tom. l. 
p. 106. ed. Den. 
3 N ec tamen quisquam putct, animas post mortem protinus juùicari. X am 
IImucs ill Ulla communique custodia ddincntur, donec tempus aùvcniat, qUI) 
maxÏIIllII. juùcx mcritorLIm Ülciat l'
aJllCn. L\CT AYr. I n
tit. lib. 7. g 
l. II. :J!lli. 
I,d. Cant. llif!.J. 
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both of those who lived during the first three ccnturip,s, 
and of the Lest writers of the succeeding times; insomuch 
that it has been represented as a doctrine in which all 
the primitive writers consented. 
I would observe, also, that a full description of the 
place of abode of the spirits of the departed, is given in a 
fraf,lllent of a work on the universe, attributed to various 
authors, but more particularly to Caius. I 'Vhellce the 
writer got his information, he does not tell us. 2 
'Ve shall find, however, that it only affords us a proof 
how clearly and strongly many of the primitive Fathers 
may deliver a doctrine on an important point, (for such, 
unquestionably, is the one before us,) and even rank the 
opposite doctrine among heretical notions; when, never- 
theless, there were men of equal authority in the church, 
who held that opposite view; and consequently how im- 
possible it is on such points, with the few remains we 
have of the primitive Fathers, to lay claim to Catholic 
consent 011 one side or the other. 
It so happens that there are two Fathers in this period, 
in whom we find passages very clearly cOllveying the op- 
pu
ite doctrine. 
The first is Ignatius, who, in his Epistle to the Romans, 

aJs, in the prospect. of his martyrdom, "
uffer me to 
Lecomc the food of wild Leasts, through WIWlll it is in 
my power to attain the presence of God." 3 And ag'ain, 
stillmol'e clearly,-" The liviuJ water . . . . says within 
mc, , Come to the Father.'''
 


1 :See the fragm. in the notes of lIæschel. on Photius, pp. 10, 11 ; or in 
Hippol. Ope cd. Fabric. Anù see respecting it, I)hot. Coù. 413. Col. 36., and 
Routh Reliq. Saer. vol. 2. pp. 31,2. 
2 Tertullian in his Treatise De anima, and tlle Author of the Quæst. wi 
urtlwd. attributed to Justin Martyr (quæst 7,3, 76, ü5,) vcnture ulJon tl:e 
::-trangc notion that the place of haPi;Y departcù souls, is the paraùise in which 
Aùam was. another instancc of the wa;y in which the Fathers' statements op- 
po:;e each other in such points. 
3 A!þETE JJ.E 07]f-LWII E_"U.i ßopall, 1)i' tJII EIIEUTill E>EOV EToiTVXEW. Ignatii Ep. aù 
Rom. 
 4. u1. Jacobs. tom. ii. PI'. 3fj2, 4. A biD1ilar c}.pre::,siun occurs 
 2. p. 
:IIR, anù 
 9. p. 31m. 
4 'rÕw,J tWII . . Euw6u' pm }.."Î'OIl, AEVPO 7rp05 TOP TIanpu.. Ill. 
 7, 1'1'. :;r. I-G. 
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The other is Cyprian.-" How great," he says, "is the 
honour, and how great the security, to go hence joyful; 
to depart in triumph amidst affiictions and troubles! to 
shut in one moment the eyes with which men and the 
world were seen, and to open them immediately that God 
may be seen, and Christ! How great the speed of t1w 
)lappy journey ! You are suddenly taken from the 
earth, that JOu may be placed in a state of rest in tlte 
lwavenly kingdom." 1 
There are some other passages in Cyprian, which inti- 
mate the same view. 
And were we to proceed beyond the first three cen- 
turies, we should find the same view maintained by Epi- 
phanius,2 Ambrose, 3 (though perhaps inconsistent1y with 
himself in other parts, 4) and others. 5 
It is evident, then, that these Fathers heJd the doctrine 
which the others repudiated, viz. that disembodied souls 
go at once to heaven, and enjoy, .previous to the resurrec- 
tion, the beatific vision of the Father. It is possible that 
other passages Illay be found in the writings of this 
period of a similar kind, lJut certainly the testimony in 
fa vour úf this view will be found to be small, compared 
"ith that we have for the opposite. I enter not here 
into the que
tion, which doctrine has the best claim upon 
0\11' lJelief. That is beside our present subject. But the 
case clearly slJO\\ s that even on such }Joints, and where 
the doctrine of one side at least 'i as very clllphaticalIy 
laid down as the only true doctrine, the Fathers wiùcly 
differeù. And it also shows how easily we might have 
the appearance of catholic consent in the writings that 
I (-!uanta cst dignitas ct quanta securitas exirc hinc lætum, exire inter pres- 
tsUfaS ct allgw:>tia8 gloriosullJ, clauùerc in momento oculos qui bus homincs 
viùcbantur et mundus, ct apmire eosùem statim ul1Jt:us 1,idcalur et CIlfi8tuS! 
Jam fclicitcr migranùi quanta vcIocitas! Tcrris repentc tmbtrahcris ut in 
regll;:; ccÛcsliúus rcpollaris. CYPRIAN. De t:.xhort. mart. aù fin. cù. Pamel. 
2 A:h.ll<cr. ill h.tr. 7B. Alltidicomar. 
 24. Tum. 1. p. 105G. 
3 Dc filIß lib. 4. cc. 1,2. 
I S!)e Aùmoll. cù. Dellcù. in libr. De 1J0110 mortis. AIllhro
. 01'. TUIII. I. 
cuI. :.m.;. ct 8CII. 
:, Sec King un the Crccd, pp. 2:J,!- 2:'. 4th. eù. ) ïl9. 
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remain to us, where there was not really catholic consent. 
For had it so happened that these two or three passages, 
which express a doctrine contrary to that which is so 
clearly delivered by the majority, had heen lost, we should 
have been told that we were opposing catholic consent, 
and the doctrine of the Apostles, in saying what these 
autllOrs have said, and what, for aught we know, hun- 
ùreds and thousands held in the primitive church, and 
many perl13ps published. 
The confession of the Benedictine Editors of Ambrose 
on this subject is so remarkable and instructive, that I 
here subjoin it. "It is not, indeed, surprising," they 
say, " that Ambrose should have written in this way con- 
cerning the state of souls; but it may appear almost 
increùible how uncertain and inconsistent the holy Fathers, 
from tlte very times of the Apostles to the Pontificate of 
Gregory XI. and the Council of Florence, that is, for almost 
the whole of fourteen centuries, were on this point. For 
not only does one differ from another, as generally lwppens 
in questions of this kind before the.lI are decided by the 
('hurch; but they are not even consistent with themselves; 
for in some places of their writings they seem to concede 
the clear vision of the Divine nature to ,the same souls to 
which in other places they deny it. But it is not to our 
purpose here to collect together tllOse opposing testimo- 
nies of the alltient Fathers. Anyone who wishes to 
know more on this matter may consult Alph. a Castro, 
(lib. 3, adv. hær.), Sixtus Senensis, (Bib!.!. 6. Annot. 3-15.), 
Bellarmine, (lib. 1. De Beat. c. ], et seq.), Petavius 
(Theolog. dogm. de Deo, c. 13 and 14), and others. "
 e 
here only observe, that all that contrariety sprung from 
the different ideas (principiis) which the reading of t/Ze 
Holy Scriptu'res supplied to those holy men." 1 
'The reader will here observe, then, that so far from 
" the church" deciding agreeably to the consent of the 
preceding Fathers, it is aÙlllitted that there is no such 
thing as consent to he looked for ulltil " the church" ha
 
1 Admol1. in Amhro". lih!'. De hono mUlti!"'. Tom. 1. coI. 3:1.i, G. 
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decideJ, and that the early Fathers gathered their views, 
not from tradition,lmt from Scripture; conclusions w hicb, 
though not perhaps in the mind of the authors of this 
passage, clearly flow from it. 


Further; as the Fathers thus differ in their doc- 
trinal statements both from one anotber and from them- 
selves, so, as might be expected, and as it is hardly neces- 
sary to add, do they differ in the interpretation they gi"e 
to the Scriptures when commenting upon them, and that 
even in the case of the most important texts. 
I will give some instances of this, and none are more 
pertinent than those commonly adduced in proof of this 
point. But it will be easy to add to them, if necessary, 
thot
gh Imt for the necessity of showing the groundless- 
ness of the ill-advised claims made by our opponents, one 
wouhl willingly have passed them all over in silence. 
(1.) Provo viii. 22. The Lord possessed (Sept. created) 
me in the beginning of his way before his works of old. 
This passage is, by most of the Ante-Nicene Fathers 
that remain to us, applied to the divine generation of the 

on. Thus, for instance, it is applied by (among others) 
.J ustin 1\Iart.yr,t Athenagoras,
 Clement of .Alexandria,3 
aud Tert.ullian. 4 But Irenæus applies it to the Holy 
Spirit. 5 And ,vhen afterwards the Arians used it as 
f
wouraLle to their cause, it was generally applied by the 
orthodox Fathers to the generation of the human nature 
of Christ. That this is its proper meaning is vpry deci- 
sively laid down by Athanasius 6 and Augustine;7 and the 
same meaning. is attached to it by Basil Band Epipha- 
I Dial. cum Tryph. pp. }.Ii8 and 222. ed. Rl'n. 
2 Leg. pro Christian is, 
 I U. p. 2Bi. cd. Ren. 
3 Cohort. ad gent. Ope tom. i. pr. 67,8. eù. Potter. 
4 See passages quoted above, p. 2(j3. 
5 Aùv. hær. iv. 
o. cd. Mass. iv. 37. cd. Grah. 
b De decr. Nic. Syn. 
 14. tom. i. p. 220. erl. Ben. 
c. &c. 
1 Dc fide et symb. 
 G. tom. vi. CIII. ] j4. Dc 'friu. lib. i. 
 24. tom. \ iÍI. 
col. 765. 
H AvaoyK7] flS 'T1)V aV8pW7TO'T1)TU aVTOV vow'. \11\.. EunolU. lill. Í\. tom. i. p. 
293. cd. Bcu. 
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uius,t if tlw passage is applied to CIlrist at all, though 
the latter gives his opinion very decidedly against its 
being applied to Christ at all, though on account, as he 
says, of some of the Fathers having so applied it, the 
adoption of this meaning is not blameworthy, if only it be 
limited to the human nature;2 and Basil is evidently 
inclined to the same opinion. 3 
And the interpretation given by Hilary does 110t pre- 
cisely agree with any of these; for he explains the words 
as referring to the period when our Lord first assumed 
(as he supposes) a human form, to carryon intercourse 
with men, and appeared to Adam in Paradise, and after- 
wards to Abraham, &c. 4 
(2.) John x. 30. I and my Father are one. 
This is a text in which, had there been any traditive 
interpretation of Scripture handed down by the con- 
sent of the Fathers, we might peculiarly have 
xpected 
such a guide. But we find nothing of the kind. For by 
some of the Fathers the unity here spoken of is eXplained 
as being a moral unity, with reference to an agreement in 
will, and purpose, and views, while by others it is ex- 
plained as being a physical unity, with relation to the 
di vine nature and essence. 
Thus N ovatian says,-" The oneness he speaks of has 
relation to their concord, and their having the same view, 
and their being united together in love, so that the 
Father and Son are properly one by agreement, and by 
love, and by affection." And he proceeds to illustrate it 
by the words of St. Paul relating to himself and ApoHos, 
.' he that planteth and he that watereth are one." 
(l Cor. iii. 8.) 5 


1 See the passage below, near the encl of this section, 
2 lb. 
3 lb. 
4 Creatus est in vias Dei ß seculo, cum ad conspicabilem speciem subditus 
creaturæ habitum creationis assumsit. De Trin. lib_ xii. 
 45. Ope coL 113G. 
cd. Ben. 
S Unum quod ait, ad cOllcorùiam et candem scntentiam et ad ipsam chari- 
tatis 
ocietatcm pcrtinet.ut mcrito unum "it Pater ct Filius per conconlÍ3m ct 
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Upon which Pamelius remarks,-" In this he docs 110t 
write with sufficient caution, in that he does not assert 
any communion of essence between the Father and the 
Son, imitating even in this Tertullian; and, more than 
this, he brings also an example from the Apostle, 1 Cor. iii. 
which is as it were contrary to the unity of the essence, 
in which I am not afraid to say tbat he was certainly 
deceived.
'l 
A similar explanation of this text is given by Origen, 
who plainly says that the unity of will in the Father and 
Son" was the cause of the Son's saying, 'I and the Father 
are one.' " 2 
To these might perhaps be added Tertullian 3 and 
Athenagorag,4 as supporting the same view. 
And the same explanation is given by EuseLius, whose 
orthodoxy some have stoutly contended for; though the 
Benedictines 5 more wisely have given him up. He says, 
" For as he said that he and the Father were one, saying, 
, I and the Father are one,' so he prays tllat we all, in imi- 
tatiun of !tim, maY]Jartalle of the same unity; not that, as 
l\Iarcellus thinks, the 'V ord is united to God, and con- 
nected with him in essence.''' 6 
Among the Ante-Nicel1e Fathers, I am not aware that 
there is any passage in which this text is interpreted as 
showing the unity of essence between the Father and the 


per amorem et per dilectionem . . . Dcnique novit hanc concordiæ unitatcm 
et Apostolus Paulus cum personarum tamcn distinctione, &c. [1 Cor. iii. 8.] 
NOVATJANI De Trin. c.22. 
I Pamelius in loco 
2 AITIOII fJII TOV ÀE"'YEtIl TOil VIOII, E"'YW Kal Ó 7raTTJp ÉII ECTP.EII. In Johann. tom. 
J\.iii. 
 36; tom. iv. p. 245. See also Dc Princip.lib. i. 
 8. tom. i. p. 56. and 
Contra Cels. lib. viii. 
 12. tom. i. p. ï :;0. and in EZeh.. hum. 9. tum. iii. p. 
3UI:. cd. llen. 
3 Adv. Prax. c. 22. 
4 Leg. pro. Christianis, 
 10. p. 2B7. 
, Sce Divinitas Christi, &.c. pp. 5ï9, &s. 
6 nU7rEp "'Yap avros, ÉavroJl TE Kat TOil 7raTEpct ÉII ElVat EÀE"'YE, <þaUKWII, E"'YW Kal ð 
naTTJP ÉII EUfLEV" oVrw Kal 7rwrras 7,fLaS KaTa TfJII avrov fLlfLfJUIV TTJS ÉIICYT7]70S TTJS 
a1rTOV fLETaUXELV EVXETal. ou KaTa MapKEÀJ\.oV, TOU Ao"'Yov ÉVWfLEVOV TW E>EW 
Kal TTJ oVUla uvva<þOfJuofLEVOV. EUSEßll Dc Eccl. Thculog. lib. iii. c. ] 9. p. 
] 93. cù. Col. 1 GSB. 
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Son. But, in the disputes with the Arians, this text was 
constantly referred to in that signification; as, for in- 
stance, by Athanasius, Hilary, Basil, Ambrose, Cyril of 
Jerusalem, Cyril of Alexandria, Augustine, and others, 1 
whose words I need not quote, because their view of the 
passage is well-known am} admitted. 
(3) John xiv. 28. l\Iy Father is greater than I. 
On this important text, we in vain look for consent in 
the interpretations of the Fathers. Irenæus says, that 
when Christ said that the Father, who communicates 
with the Son in all things, alone knew the day and hour 
of the juùgment, he said so "that we might learn, through 
him, that the Father was above all things. For, saith he, 
, The Father is greater than 1;'''2 where it is evident that 
Irenæus considered the words as applying to the divine 
nature of Christ; though I suppose, from his orthodoxy 
elsewhere, only with reference to the order of the Persons 
in the Trinity, and not to their nature or essence. 
But, as it respects N ovatian and Origen, they not 
merely apply the words to the divine nature of Christ., 
but seem to acknowledge a real inferiority of nature. 
Thus N ovatian says,-" For who will not acknowledge 
that the person of the Son is second after the Father, 
when he finùs it said . . . 'He who sent me is greater 
than I:" To which he adds, shortly after,-" The Son 
affirms that he was sanctified by his Father. Since, there- 
fore, he receives sanctification from tIJe Father, he is in- 
ferior to the Father. But he is consequently inferior to 
the Father, but nevertheless Son. For if he IJad been 
the Father, he would have given sanctification, and not 
received it; but now, by affirming that he received sanc- 
tification from the Father, by this very thing by which 


1 See l\Ialdol1atus or Lampe in loc. 
2 Si quis exquirat causam, propter quam in omnibus Pater communicans 
Filio solus scire horam et diem a Domino manifestatus est, neque aptabilelU 
magis neque decentiorem nee sine periculo alteram quam hane inveniat in 
præsenti ((!uoniam enim sol us verax magister est Dominus) ut discamus per 
ipsum super omnia esse Patrem. Etenim Pater. ait, majol" me est. }HE
. 
Ad\. hær. lih. 
. c. :W. ed. l\Iass. e. 49. ed. Grab. 
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, he proves that he is inferior to the Father, hy receiving" 
sanctification from him, he proves that he is tbe Son, am) 
not the Father." 1 
And Origen says,-" Be it so that there are sôme 
amonO" the multitude of those who believe and receive a 
b 
different doctrine, who rashly maintain that the Saviour 
is the supreme Cod over all; yet, nevertheless, we do no 
such thing; believing him who said, 'The Father that 
sent me is greater than 1.' . . . . . 'Ve who say that the 
material world is his who created all things, clearly main- 
tain that the Son is not stronger than the Father, but in- 
ferior to him; and we say this, believing him when he 
said, , The l
ather that sent me is greater than I.''' 2 
And the same view of this passage is maintained by 
him elsewhere. 3 
N or do I see how Tertullian can he eXplained other- 
wise than as affirming the same doctrine from this pas- 
sage, when he says,-" The Father is the whole substance, 
1Jnt the Son a derivation and portion of the whole, as he 
himself professes; , For the Father is greater than I.'" 4 
nut by others of the Fathers, especially tbose engaged 


I Quis enim non secunùam Filii post Patrem agnoscat esse personam, cum 
legat dictum, &c. . . . . aut dum invenit positum, , Quoniam qui me misit 
m.ljor me est.' (De Trin. c.21.) Filius .. . sanctifieatum se a suo Patrc 
esse proponit. Dum ergo aceil'it sanctificationem a Patre minor Patre est. 
minor autem Patre consequenter est, sed Filius. Pater cnim si fuisset sancti- 
ficationem dedisset non accepisset. Et nunc autem profitendo se accepissc 
sunctificationem a Patre, hoc ipso quo Patre sc minorem, accipiendo ab ipso 
sanctificationem,l}robat, filium se elÒSe non Patrem monstravit. lb. c. 2
. ed. 
Co!. lU17. 
2 EI1'TW ðE 'Twas &s EV 7J'lI.fJ8EL 7J'tl1'TEVOVTWV, Kat ðExofLEVWV ðta!þWVlU.v, 1ìta 'TfJv 
7J'p07TE'TEtUV {mon8EU8at 'TOV 
W'TfJpa ELvat 'TOV fLE"'YtUTOV E7J't 7J'aUt 0EOV. aÀ7I..' ovrt 
"'Y E 7}P.EtS 'TotovroJ/, oi 7J'EL80fLEVot avrw 7I..E"'YOJI'Tt, '0 nUT1]p, Ó 7J'EfL1fas fLE, fLEtÇwv 
fLoV EUTtV. . . . . 
a!þws "'Yap 7}p'ELS, oi 7I..E"'YDV'TH 'TOV 7J'aJl'Ta K'TtUall'TOS Kat 'TOil 
atu8fJ'Tov KOUfLOJ/ EWat, !þa}l.EV 'TOV viov OVK tUXVPO'TEPOV TOV naTpos, all.7I..' {mOðHU- 
TEpOV, Kat TOvrO 7I..E"'YOP.EV avrw 7J'Et8oP.EVot EL7TOVTt, K. T. 71... Cont. Cels. lib. \iii. 


 14, 15. tom. i. pp. 752, 3. 
3 Sec his Comment. in 1\Iatth. tom. I..'}. 
 10. Ope tom. 3. p. 665., and 
Commcnt. in Juhann. tom. 13. 
 25. Ope tom. 4. p. 235., anù lb. tom. 3:!. 

]8. p. 451. 
4 Patcr tota substantia cst, Filius vero derivatiu totil1s ct portio sicut ip
e 
l}fofitctur, (
uia Pater major me cst. Adv. Prax. c. 9. 
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in disputes with the Arians, these words are eXplained as 
r
ferring to the human nature of our Lord. 
Thus Athanasius says,-" 'Vhatsoever, therefore, the 
Scripture says as to the Son receiving, and the Son being 
glorified, it says this with respect to his humanity, not 
witlt respect to /âs divinity. And when he says, 'My 
Father \\ ho sent me is greater than I; he says that the 
Father was greater than he, from his having become man. 
But as the 'V ord of the Father, he is equal to him." 1 
And Cyril of Alexandria says,-" The word of God is 
above humanity as one who is by nature God and the 
Son; but not disdaining to appear to be in subjection, on 
account of his having taken human nature. Therefore, 
at one time he said, , He that hath seen me, hath seen the 
Father,' , I and the Father are one;' at another, on the 
other hand, 'My Father is greater than I: For being 
not inferior to the Father as regarded identity of essence 
or anything else whatever, in which he could be com- 
pared to the Father, he says, that he is among things 
inferior on account of !tis lUlman nature." 2 
And so Augustine, 3 Ambrose,4 and others have ex- 
plained it. 
1\'lany, however, maintain the opinion that it refers to 
the divine nature of Christ, and is intended to show the 
priority of order in the Father as the Origin3-1 from whom 
the Son was generated; and, strange to say, thi8 view is 


1 'Oua oW 
Ei'Et 'Í1 i'pa!þ7], bn fi
aßEII Ó vZOS, Kat Eðo
aue7] ó vZos, ðta T7]1I all
 
epW7TOT1]Ta avrov 
Ei'Et ov ðta T7]1I eEOT7]Ta. Rut ÓTE 
E"'YEt, Ó naT1]p fLoV Ó 7rEfL1fas 
fLE fLEirCAiIl p.uv Eunll, E7rEt allepW7TOS i'Ej'OIlEII fLEtrCAi avrov 
Ei'Et TOil naTEpa. Aoi'OS 
ðE CAiIl TOV naTpos tuoS avrov EUTtll. De Incarn. 
 4. tom. i pt. 2. p. 873. 
2 '0 EK E>EOV Aoi'os . . . allCAiTEpOJ fLEII allepCAi7rOT7]TOS, 
s !þVUEt E>EOS Kat vZOS. 
OVK anp.arCAiIl ðE, Kat TO Ell Õ!þEUEI i'IJIEuBat ðOKEtll, ðta TO aIlBpCAi7rtIlOIl. Toti'ap-rot 
7rOTE fLEII E!þa(JKEII, ð 
CAipaKCAis EfLE 
CAipC1JCE TOil naTEpa" Ei'CAi Kat Ó naT7]p ill E(JfLEII. 
floTE ðE av 7raAtll, Ii naT?JP fLOV fLEtrWII P.OV E(JTtll. Ov fLHCAiIl i'ap CAiIl TOV naTpos, 
KaTa i'E TO Ell OV(Jtu Tavroll, Kat KaTa 7rall bnovII, TO t(JOC1'TaTOIJII, Ell EJ\aTTOUtll 
Elllat !þ7]ut ðta TO aIlBpW7TtIlOIl. CVnIL. AI.EX. De recta fide ad Theodos. c. 
8. 
Op. tom. v. Pt. 2. p. 2.3. ed. Auberti. 
3 Dc Trin.lib. ii. cc. (ì and 7. 
4 De fide, lib. ii. c. 4. 
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advocated by both the Fathers from whom we have jn:
t 
(luoted, Athanasius and CYI.il, in other parts of their 
works. Thus Athanasius says,-" For on this account 
it was that the Son himself did not say, ' l\Iy Father is 
superior to m2,' lest anyone should snppose that he was 
of a different nature to him, but he said,' greata,' not 
indeed in magnitude nor time, but on account of his 
generation from the Father; neverthele- s, even in saying 
he is greater, he showed the quality of the e::::sence." 1 
And Cyril,-" The Son, therefore, being equal with 
the Father as it respects his essence, and like to him in 
all points, says, that the Father is greater, as being with- 
out beginning, he himself having a beginning only as it 
respects his generation, although he has a similar sub- 
sistence with him." 2 In the context, 3 however, he giyes 
the other explanation, viz. that these words are to be 11 n. 
derstood only with reference to the humaa nature of 
Christ. 
All this amply shows how utterly df'stitute the Fathers 
were of any traditive interpretation of the text. 
Among the others who have considered this passage as 
applying to the divine nature of the 80n may be men- 
tioned llasil, Gregory N azianzen, and Epiphanius. 4 


I l1la TOvro -yap Ka.1 avroS' ð vIoS' OVK f:1p71Kf:/I, ð naT7]p fLOV Kpf:I'M"CAJ/I fLav f:UTI/I, 
I/la fL7] 
f:/IO/l TIS' T7]S' f:Kf:I/lOV IþVUf:CAJS' avro/l {rrro7\a.ßol. a^7\a fLHfCAJ/I 
17Tf:/I, OV fLf:"}'f:6f:1 
7WI, Ovlif: XPO/ICAJ, M^a lila 77]/1 f:
 avrov TOV naTpoS' ï'f:/I/lI}UI/I. 7T7\7]/I liTl Kal f:/l7CAJ 
f:L7Tf:W, fLHfCAJ/I f:UTI/I, f:lìH
f: 7TMI/I T7]/I T7]S' ovulaS' IliIOT7]Ta. ATHANAS. Orat. ] 
Contr. Arian. 
 58. tom. i. {Jp. 462, 3. And see his treatise De Synod. 
 23. 
tom. i. Pt. 2. p. 745. 
2 IuoS' Toqapov/I KaTa TO/l T7JS' OVOïaS' 11.0")'0/1 wapXCAJ/I Ii ViOS'TCAJ na'Tpt, Kat ÒfLOtuS' 
KaTa 'JI"all'Ta, fLHfo/lu aV'TO/l !þ'T/Ut/l &IS' allapXO/l, f:XCAJ/I apX7]/I KaTa fLo/lO/l TO f:
 oú, 
I 
Kat uwlìpOfLO/l avrCAJ T7]/I Urrap
1/I f:Xf:t. Thesaurus, c. 11. Ope tom. v. Pt. 1. pp. 
85,6. 
3 See pp. 85,86 and 91. 
4 See these and several others in Bishop }")earson on the Creed, Art. ], who 
takes this view of the text. Forbes supports, and likewise from the FatIlCrs, 
the opinion that it refers to the human nature, and denies that it can have any 
reference to the divine. (Instruct. lIist. Theolog. lih. i. c. 
5.) l\Iany modern 
commentatoI'8, as Lampe, consider it as spoken in reference to the complex 
pcrson of the l\Ieùiator, in which the dh'ine and human natures were uniteù. 


YOLo T. 
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Even in such texts as- 
(4.) Phil. ii. 6. 'Vho being in the form of God tltougltt 
it not robbery [as our translation runs] to be equal with 
God - we find patristical authority for an unorthodox 
interpretation. 
These words have been used as evidence in the contro
 
versies respecting the divinity of our Lord in precisely 
opposite significations. Upon referring to the Fathérs re
 
specting them what do we find? Exactly the same dis- 
crepancy. 
Among the Ante-Nicene Fathers (with the exception 
of N ovatian, whom I shall quote presently) I have not 
found any explanation of the passage such as can certify 
us of the way in which the words were understood, as 
the passages in which they are quoted give them merely 
in the form of a literal translation. 1 
For the orthodox sense we may refer to Chrysostom,2 
Theodoret,3 Augustine,4 and many others. 
'Yhile on the other hand, as we have already seen, the 
unorthodox interpretation is evidently given to this pas- 
sage by Novatian, who interprets it as meaning, "he did 
not think it fell to his lot to be equal with God. For, 
although he remembered that he was God of God the 
Father, he never either compared or likened himself to 
God the Father," &c.5 
This was the interpretation given to this passage by 
Arius, who, as Chrysostom tells us, eXplained it thus, 


I Thus Tertull. Adv. Prax. c. 7. Aùv. :\Iarc. lib. v. e. 20. anù De resurr. 
carn. c. G. 
2 In loco 
3 In loc. 
4 Contr. Maximin. lib. 1. c. 5. 
ð De Trin. c. 17. See p. 2G9 above. It is remarkable that Dr. Burton, 
when giving, in bis Testimonies of the Ante-Nicene Fatl1ersto the divinity of 
Christ, their remarks on this text, has not alluùed to this passage, though he 
has quoted the context of it. (pp. 122, 125, 133, 136. 2d. ed.) I have not re- 
ferred to the passage he has quoted (p. 124) from the letter written by the 
churches of Vienna and Lyons, preserved by Eusebiu8 (Rist. Eccl. v.2.), 
because it appears to me very open to opposite interpretations. 
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" being in tbe form of God he did not take it to himself to 
be equal with God." 1 
Other instances, in points of less importance, the reader 
will find in the comments of the Fathers upon Gen. vi. 
2,4. l\lark xiii. 32. 1 Peter iii. 19. iv. 6. In the first of 
these he will find the authors of the first three centuries 
unanimously interpreting it of the angels, while others in 
the fourth and fifth have no hesitation in denouncing 
such an interpretation as ignorant and absurd. 
These instances are adduced merely as a specimen, but 
any inquirer into this matter will find that they afford a 
Htir sample of the general state of the case, and that the 
notion of there being any traditive interpretation of Scrip- 
ture common to the catholic Fathers is perfectly unfounded 
and contrary to the plain facts of the case. In all passages 
where there is any difficulty, the Fathers are sure to be 
opposed to each other in their interpretations, and I may 
add they are often similarly opposed where there appears 
no difficulty. 'Ve need only consult those COlllmentators 
who have given more fuUy tIIe interpretations of the Fa- 
thers to see the truth of this. 2 
Surely, then, we may say, as Bishop Patrick (our oppo- 
nents' witness) says of his Romish antagonist, " He knew, 

f he understood anything, t!tere is no tuulitive intf'rpreta- 
tinn of :-';cl'ipture." 3 And Bishop Taylor, "It is said 
there are tra.ditive interpretations as well as traditive pro- 
positions, but these have not much distinct consideration 
in them, both because their uncertainty is as great as the 
other upon the former consiùerations, as also because in 
very deed there are no such t!tings as traditive interpreta- 
tions universal; for as for particulars they signify no 
Illore but that they are not sufficient determinations of 


1 EL1TE [i. e. Arius] bn Ell 1J.opcþ'Tj eEOV &rrapXCAJII oVX 7Jp1TaITE TO filial LITO, e(CAJ. 
Chrys. in loco In Phil. homo 6. 
 2. tom. xi. p. 235. On the varioru; me.milll:,S 
that have been given to this pa
aage see \V ulf ill loc. . 
2 See particuhnly Cornelius a Lapille,allù l\Ialdonatus; and Dr. 'Vhithj's 
Dissertatio Dc SSe interpret. Rec. Patrum ('ommcnt. Lond. 171 4. 8vu. where 
many similar instances are adduCl'd. 
:I Answ. to Tuuch
tone. p. Ij. 


J\. :! 
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questions theological; therefore because they are particu- 
lar, contingent, and of infinite variety, and they arc no 
more argument than the particular authority of those men 
whose commentaries they are, and therefore must be con- 
sidered with them." 1 
And so Placette, as t.ranslated and published by our 
Archbishop Tenison, says,-" lImy little help there is for 
Scripture in tradition appearetl. hence, that it. can no other- 
wise teach what is the true sense of Scripture, but by the 
unanimous consent of the Fathers, which whether it be to 
be bad in anyone text of Scripture may be much doubted. 
It was a hard condition, therefore, which Pope Pius IV. 
prescribed in his profession of fai th to all who desired admis- 
sion into the Church of Rome, and which may for e'l'er 
silence all tlte Roman commpntators, 'That they will never 
}.eceive nor interpret Scripture any otherwise than accord- 
ing to the unanimous consent of the Fathers.' N ow I 
would fain know lww tltis Law can be obser'ved, since I 
may con.fidently affirm that there is no one place of Scripture 
explained tlte same way by all tlte Fathers. For there are 
many places which none of them have touched, and Hone 
which all have interpreted. N or will it suffice to say, 
that they agree who have interpreted it, and that the 
silence of the rest is to be taken for consent; as if they 
must be supposed to consent who were ignorant of such 
interpretations, or died perhaps before they were made, 
or as if the antients were wont expressly to reject all in
 
terpretations different from their own, or those might not 
be rejected, or at least others proposed, in those books of 
the Fathers which are lost. It is not enough, therefore, to 
have the consent of a few unless we be assured of the con- 
currence of the rest. But granting that it is, it cannot be 
denied, that our adversaries can collect nothing certain out 
of any place of Scripture, if anyone of the alltients have in- 
terpreted it otherwise. Hence Al phonsus a Castro req uireth, 
that among the necessary qualifications of a text of Scrip- 
ture to be produced for the conviction of heretics, this he 
J Liberty of proph. 
 5. 
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the chief, 'that it be so plain and undoubted, that noue 
of the sacred and approved doctors interpret it in some 
other sense, according to which such a proposition cannot 
be thereby convinced of heresy.' But if this be true, how 
few places will there be of whose sense we Illay not 
doubt? Certainly there are very few eXplained the same 
way by all antient commentators. . .. The anonymons 
writer of the 'Treatise of the liberties of the Gallican 
church' maintains that there are few places of Scripture 
which the holy Fathers have not differently interpreted. 
As "'rill also manifestly appear to anyone who shall con- 
sult those interpreters that are wont to proJuce the ex- 
positions of the antient writers. Hence the reader TlJay 
imagine to what a strait our a(it:ersaries would be re- 
duced, if t!iey 'lcere tied up to their Olen laws, and allowed 
to urge no other places of Scripture against us than what 
are unanimously interpreted by the Fathers . . .. Tlwt 
tlte sense of Scripture can/lot be learned f'rom traditioJlltence 
appeareth." 1 
And so lastly Dean Sherlock ;-" As for expounding 
Scripture by the unanimous consent of primitive Fathers, 
this is inùeed the rule which the Council of Trent gives, 
aI
d which their doctors swear to ohserve. How well they 
keep this oath, they ought to consider. N ow as to this, 
you may tell them that you woulù readily pay a grea.t 
deference to the unanimous consent of Fathers, could 
you tell how to know it; and therefore in the first place 
you desire to know the agreement of how many Fathers 
makes an unanimous consent; for you have been told, 
that there has been as great variety ill intf'rpretitlg Srrip. 
ture a//long tlte allttent _Fathers as among Ol1r modern inter- 
preters; that there are very few, if (lilY, controverted teÀts 
of SCI.iptllre \\ hich are interpreted hy an llnaIliHlolI
 ('un- 
scnt of all the Father::;. If this uuallilllOlls consent then 
sig'uify all the l,'athers, \\ e shaH he trullLl
tl to nnd ::;lIch 
a consent in expoulHlillg Scripture. 1\1 ust it, theIl, be the 
uUi.&uimuus COBsent of tIle p:reatest nUIlI1Jer of VathcJ"s l 
I Incurablc ::.CCIJtici::'1lI oi the Church of Rume, e. 2. 
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This will be a very hard thing, especially for unlearnell 
men to tell noses: we can know the opinion only of those 
Fathers who were the writers in every age, and whose 
writings have been preserved down to us; and who can 
tell, whether the major number of those Fathers who did 
not write, or whose writings are lost, were of the same 
mind with those whose writings we haye? And why 
must the major part be always the wisest and best men? 
And if they were not, the consent of a few ,vise men is to 
be preferred before great numbers of other expositors. 
Again ask them, whether these Fathers were infallible or 
traditionary expositors of Scripture, or whether they ex- 
pounded Scripture according to their own private reason 
and judgment. If they were infallible expositors and de- 
livered tile traditionary sense and interpretation of Scripture, 
it is a little strange Ilow tlwy should differ in tlwi1' exposi- 
tions of Scripture. . .. If they expounded Scripture 
according to tlleir own reason andjudgment, AS IT IS PLAIN 
THEY DID, then their authority is no more sacred than 
their reason is; anù those are the best expositors, whether 
antient or modern, whose expositions are backed with the 
best reasons. 'Ve think it a great confirmation of our 
faith that the Fathers of the church in the first and best 
ages did believe the same doctrines, and expound Scrip- 
ture in great and concerning points, much to the same 
sense that we do, and therefore we refuse not to appeal to 
them, but yet we do not wholly build our faith upon the 
authority of the Fathers, we forsake tltem, wllere tltey for- 
salle tlte Scriptures, (}1' put perverse senses on tltem. . . . . 
There is no other way, then, left of understanùing Scrip- 
tm'e, but to expound it as we do other writings; by consi- 
dering the signification and propriety of words and phrases, 
the scope and context of the place, the reasons of things, 
the analogy between the Old and New Testament, and 
t he like. JVllcn tbey dispute with Protestants tltey can 
reasonably pretend to no othe1' way of expoundiug Scripture, 
hecause WE AD:\UT OF NO OTHEU." 1 And so elsewhere 


I l'reservati,e against Popery. Pt. 1. I'p. S:!-4 ; or in ßp. Gibson's Collec- 
tion, \"01. 2. 
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on the general question of doctrinal consent among the 
Fathers, when his opponent had urged" how great and 
manifest" primitive consent was" to those good men who 
inquire," he sarcastically replies, "Yea, lLOw great indeed, 
for nobody can .find it but the Vicar of Putney." 1 
Nay, what is the testimony of Origen in the middle of 
the third century? "Celsus remarks," he says, "that 
they [i. e. the earliest Christians] were all of one mind; 
not observing in this, that from tlte very beginning tltere 
were differences among believers respecting the meaning of 
the books tltat 'Were believed to be dicine ;" 2 and further on, 
accounting for the variety of sects among Christians, of 
which Celsus had complained, he says that this arose 
" from many of the learned among the heathen being de- 

irous of understanding tbe Christian faith, from which it 
folJo\\ ed that from their understanding differently the 
words which 
ere believed by all to be divine, there arose 
IJeresies, taking their names from those who were struck 
with the first principles of the word, but were somehow 
moved by some. probable reasons to entertain different 
views of it one from another." 3 
Now this is clearly inconsistent with the notion of there 
being any traditive interpretation of Scripture commonly 
received in the church, and thought to be from the Apo- 
stles; for here it is evident that the Scriptures were taken 
as the rule by which to judge what the Christian faith 
was, (which Origen mentions not only without reprehen- 
sion, but as coming in the natural course of things,) and 
that from the different interpretations given to the Scrip- 
1 Vindication of Discourse of Notes of church, in Bishop Gibson' s Preserva- 
tive against Popery, vol. i. Tit. 3. e. 2. p. 5j. The allusion is to Sclater's 
.. Consensus V eterum. " 
2 <1>7)(1"& ðE Kat ón tll ElþpOIlOVV 7I"a.vrES. oul)' fll 7"OV"TW ÓPWJI, bn apX7)fJEJI 7I"Ept 7"7]11 
EJI 7"OIS ?fE7I"ICTTEIJP.EJlOtS fJEWtS Etllat ßtßl\tOIS EliðoX1]JI "}'E"}'OJlaCTt ðtalþwJltat 7"WJI 7I"tCT- 
7"EIJOIITWJI. Contr. Cels. lib. iii. 
 II. tom. i. p. 4.13. 
3 lua 7"0 CT'IrOvl)aÇEtll CTvJltEJlat 7"a xplCTnavlCTp.ou Kal 7"WII rþll\01l.0"ì'WJI 7I'1I.EtOJlas. 
TOU7"W li' 1]Kol\ou87]CTE, l)lalþopws EKliE
UP.fJlWII 7"OUS åp.a ?faCTt '7rtCTTfU8EIITUS EtJlat fJEI- 
ous l\o"}'ous, 'TO "ì'tJlECTfJat alpECTEts E1Ï-WIII'P.OUS TCL'JI fJaup.acra/lTc.JII P.EJI 7"7)JI TOU l\o"}'ou 
apX7)II, Ktll7)fJEIITWJI l)' Ó7rWS 7I"OT' OIlJl ínro'TIIIWJI 7I"tfJaIlOT7)TWJI 7I"pOS Tas EtS aÀl\7)l\ous 
litalþwJllas. Orig-í'u. Coutr. Ccl
. Ii),. iii. 
 J
. tom. i. p. 454, 5. 
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hues (as was likely) by these learned heathen, there arose 
various sects, and that he knew no such cure for this as 
a traditive interpretation of Scripture coming from the 
Apostles. The utmost he pleads for as coming from the 
Apostles by successional delivery, and which he evidently 
considers to be in Scripture as well and as clearly, is the 
summary of the elementary articles of the faith above 
quoted. For had he held the views of our opponents, he 
would have thrown the blame of those divisions upon their 
authors not having followed this traditive interpretation 
derived from the Apostles, \vhereas it is evident that he 
had no notion of the existence of this infallible guide, but 
seeing that men would come with all manner of precon- 
ceived views and prejudices to tbe revelation God had 
made of the truth in the written word, he held it to follow 
as a matter of course, that many different views would be 
taken of it, and that such variety of sentiment ought not 
to be laid to the charge of Christianity. 
If, then, there was no such interpretation having a claim 
upon men to be received as their guide in the earliest 
times of the church, how much less can there be anytl
ing 
having such pretensions at the present day. 
'Vhen, therefore, our opponents send us to the Fat.hers 
to learn from their consentient interpretation of Scrip- 
ture what is its true meaning, they are sending us to that 
which has no existence, and to a search in which, if it be 
not most laborious and extended, we are very lia.ble to be 
misled in inferring consent from the testimony of a few, 
(as our opponents have been, as I shall show presently), 
and in which, after all, it is next to impossible to arrive 
at any certainty; and yet this" consent" is proposed to 
us as part of the rule of faith, without which we cannot 
be sure what is the meaning of SCl"i})ture, even on the 
most- fundamental points. 
'Vhat, then, I would ask, must be the consequence, 
where their system is receiyed" and men go to the Fa- 
thers truly and impartially to a-;certain "hat they have 
delivered, and find that there is hardly a single (loctrine 
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or text alJOut which there is consent, even in the few that 
remain to us? Clearly this, that men will feel that there 
is no certainty to be had with respect to anyone doctrine 
of Christianity; and thus he who begins \\ ith the Scrip- 
tures, as interpreted by the con.:;ent of all the Fathers, 
lllay end in neglecting both. Their system may look 
very well in theory, and may please very well those who 
are satisfieù to pin their faith upon the representations of 
others, and accept a few quotations from four or five 
Fathers as proving the consent of the whole primitive 
church, but the moment you bring it fairly and fully to the 
test, its unsounùness is betrayed. It falls to pieces at once. 
And I will venture to add, that of those who have 
shown the most intimate acquaintance with the writing:-; 
of the Fathers, there have been but few who have not 
practically confessed this to be the case. 


nut it may be urged, that there are some cases III 
which the Fathers expressly claim to Le con3idel.ed as 
delivering the doctrine preached by the Apostles, and 
consequently that in such a case we are Lound to believe 
their statements. 
It is, therefore, important to show further, that doc- 
trines, statements, and practices, were not unfrequently 
maintained Ly primitive Fathers as haviug come from the 
Apostles, and were called apostolical traditions, which 
were opposed by other Fathers, and which consequently, 
upon our opponents' own principles, cannot demanJ our 
belief as having proceeded from the Apostles; froUl 
which we may safely conclude, as in the former case, that 
the testimony of a few of the primitive Fathers to such 
tradition, even thongh it be not opposed l,y the writings 
that happen to remain to us, is an utterly insufficient 
prouf of its apostolicity. 
As instaIH
es of this nature I would notice,- 
(1.) The doctrine of the 1\Iillenniulll. 
It is confidcntly delivered to us by the principal Fa" 
thers of the fir::,t two centuries <llJll it IMli
 ullcoillradictcd 
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by the others we possess of that period, that the Apostles 
affirmed that at Christ's second coming there should be a 
resurrection of the just to a life of joy and happiness upon 
earth, where they should live with Christ for a thousand 
years, previous to the general resurrection and the final 
judgment. 
This, I admit, they attempted to prove, partly from 
Scripture; but they also claimed an Apostolical tra- 
dition in its favour. Thus Irenæus says,-" The above- 
mentioned blessing belongs undeniably to the times of 
the kingdom, when the just shall rise from the dead and 
reign, when the creation, renovated and freed [from the 
curse], shall bring forth abundantly of all kinds of food, 
from the dew of heaven and the fertility of the earth; as 
tlte Presb.lJters, wlw saw John tlte disciple of the Lord, na'L'e 
related that they !teard from lûm in acconlance with u'/wt 
the Lord taught concerning those times, and said, ' The 
days shall come in which vines shall :spring up, having 
each ten thousand branches,' &c. . . . Tltese tllings abw 
Papias, a !tearer of John, and who became the companion 
of Polycarp, a man of antient times, witnesses in writing 
in the fourth of his books; for there were five books 
written by him." 1 And again ;-" Then, as tlte Presbyters 
say, shall those who are worthy of dwelling in heaven 
depart thither; and others shall enjoy the delights of 
paradise; and others shall possess the beauty of the city; 
for everywhere shall the Saviour IJe beheld according as 
those who see him shall be worthy." . . . " That this i
 
the arrangement and classification of those who are saved, 


1 Præùicta itaque benedictio ad tempora Regni sine contradictione pertinet, 
quando regnabunt justi surgentes a mortuis: quando et creatura renovata et 
Iiherata muItitudinem fructificabit universæ escæ, ex rore cæli et ex fertilitatc 
terræ: quemadmodum Presbyteri meminerunt, qui Johannem discipulum 
Domini vidcrunt, audisse se ab eo, quemadmodum de temporibus iIlis doccbat 
Dominus, et diccbat: 'v enient dies in quibus ,incæ nascentur, singulæ decem 
millia palmitum hahentes,' &c.. . . TUIITU lìf KUt numus ICt'uI/IIOU p-fJl UKOUUT7jS, 
noll.uKup7rou lif hutpos ")'f")'OJlCAlS, upXUWS UII7JP, fYYpUIþCAlS f7rtp-apTUpft fll T7j Tf- 
TUpT7j TCAIJI UIITOU ßIßlI.CAlJI. fun ")'ap UUTCAI 7rfJlTf ßtßlI.IU UUJlTfTU")'P-fJlU. IRm
. Ad,'. 
hæl'. lib. v. c. 3
t (ed.Mass. p. 333.) 
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tlte PrcsbytcTs, tlte disciples of tlte Apostles, tell us, and 
tbat tluiy advance through such stages; and ascend 
through the Spirit to the Son, and through the Son to 
the Father; the Son finally giving up to the Father his 
own creation, as also it is said by the Apostle." [referring 
to 1 Cor. xv. 25, 6.] 1 
From these passages it appears, that this doctrine was 
delivered as an Apostolical tradition, not upon the autllO- 
rity of Papias only, as is sometimes 
tated, but of others, 
who were also the immediate disciples of "the Apostles. 
And as it respects Fapias, there seems no reason why we 
should question his capability to transmit what he had 
heard more than that of any other of the Fathers. Let 
us hear what he says as to the means of information he 
lmd, and the use he made of them ;-" I will not be 
backward," he says, " to set down in order for you, with 
the interpretations, those things which I formerly fully 
learnt from the presbyters, and well remembered,'2 con- 
firming the truth delivered by them. For I am not 
accustomed, as most, to delight in tho::,e that talk much, 
but in those that teach the truth; nor in those that relate 
strange precepts, but in those that relate the precepts 
really given by the Lord, and that proceed from truth 
itself. And if anywhere I met with anyone who had con- 
versed with the elders, I inquired diligently after the say- 
ings of the elders, what Andrew or what Peter said, or 
what Philip, or what Thomas, or James, or what John 
or 1\Iatthew, or any other of the di:sciples of the Lord, 
amI what things Aristion and John the elder (or, pres- 
IJyter), the disciples of our Lord, say. For I thought 


1 '.os 017f'pf(jßlJ'TfpOL Àf-YOU(jL TOTf IeUL 01 P.fllIeU'r
IGlJ6fIlTES T7jS fll oupavGIJ 15lurpL- 
ß1}S, flefl(jf XGIJP7j(jOU(jIV, 01 15f T1}S TOU wapa/)fI(jou TpIJIþ7jS a'lroÀuu(jOU(jLV, 01 15f T1}V 
Àap.'lrpo'TTyra T7jS 7f'OÀfGIJS IeUef
OU(jL. '7TaIl'TUXOU -yap Ó 
CtYT7jP Ópa67](jfTUI, leu6G1JS U
LOL 
f(jOJI'TUI 01 ÓpGIJV'TfS UUTOJ/. . . . IIanc essc aùordinationclll ct disjJo:sitioncm 
corum qtÚ sahantur ùicunt Presbyteri Apostolorum discipuli, et pcr hujus- 
modi gradus profìccrc, ct per Spiritum quidem [ad] Filium, pcr }'ilium autem 
ascendcre ad Patrem, Filio deinceps cedcntc Patri opus suum, quemadmodulU 
(.t ah Apostolo dictum cst. [I Cor. xv. 25,6.]" IL. c. 31i. (p.337.) 
2 'O(ja 'lrOTf 'lrupa TGlJJ/ 'lrpf(jßlJ'TfpGIJJ/ leaÀGlJs fP.UOOJ/ leal leaÀGlJs fiP.II1JP.OJ/fUO u. 
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that the accounts given in books coulù not profit mc 
so much as what I might hear from the mouth of those 
yet living amI remaining in the world." 1 
And although Eusebius says, that, judging from his 
books, he was a man of very narrow understanding, yet 
this censure has not much weight when it comes from 
one strongly oppo:::ed to him in the doctrines he there 
stated, especially when it is admitted, as Ensebills is ob- 
liged to admit, that he induced very many, of whom 
Iællæus is mentioned as one, to embrace the ::\iillennarian 
doctrine, for Irenæus certainly was a better judge of his 
qualifications than Ensehius. And when EuseLius men- 
tions as the cause of his error, his having understood those 
sbtelllents literaJIy which were to be understood figura- 
tively, (upon which, by the way, he seems partly to inferr 
the narrowness of his understanding,) he is in fact assum- 
ing the very point in question, and charging that as a 
fal..
lt upon Papias, which Irenæus, Justin, and others, 
whom no man pretends to accuse of a want of under- 
standing, stoutly defend. 2 
1\Ioreover, as this doctrine was maintained as one de- 
rived by successional delivery from the Apost 1 es, so was it 
more especiHlly defended as one supported by nume- 
rous testimoni.es of Scripture. 
Thus Justin l\Iartyr affirms that Ezekiel and Is
iah 
and the rest of the prophets maintain it; and having 
quoted some passages, (viz. Isa. lxv. 17-25. and Psa. 


I P..\PIÆ fragm. in Euseb. Hist. Ecd.Iib.iii. c. ult. and in Routh, Reliq. S. 
vol. i. p. 8. 
2 The words of EusebiuB are these. Kal aAAa lif ð alJ'Tos uvyypa<þfvs &s fie 
7TapalìoUfCIJS a"ypa<þov flS aVTOV 7JIeOJITa 7Tapan6fITal. 
fvas Tf TlI/aS 7rapaßUAas TOV 

CIJ77}pOS leal 1)luaIJIeU.Àlas aVTov, Iral nva aAAa P.U6tIeCIJTfpa. Ev ois leal X IAI u;1)a 
Tt"a <þ1]fTI fTCA.V fUfu6al p.fTa T7}I' fie VflepCIJV a"aUTa<T1I/ uClJp.anleCIJs T7}S TOU XplUTOV 
ßa<TIAflaS f7r1 TaIJ'T7}UI T1]S "y7}S VrroUT1]UOP.fJ/lIS. 'A l)f 7J"y ou p.al Tas a7rOUTOAIIeU;S 
7Tapfl(1)f
ap.f/loJ/ 1i17}"y1]UfIS VrrOAa{3fll/. Ta f/l Vrro1)fl"yp.aIJI 7rpOS aIJ'TClJJ/ P.UUTllrCIJ S 
flp7}p.fva p.TJ ITWfCIJpalCoTa. 
<þol)pa "yap TOI 1TP.llepoS ClJJ/ T7}V VOW, &s av fie TClJV au- 
TOU AO"yClJV Tflep.TJpap.fJ/OJ/ fllTfll/ <þaIl/ETal. TIA7}V leal TOIS P.f7' U;IJ'TOJ/ 7rAfIITTOIS ÓITOIS 
TClJJ/ fleICA 7}1T1a1TTIIeCIJJ/ T7}S ðp.OIas alJ'TCIJ l)o
1]S 7rapalTtos "yf"yOJ/f. T7}V apxalOT7/TU; 
T<<..1)l'os 7rPOßfß,"\7}}.UJ/01S. &1T7rfp uw EIPTJJ/aICIJ leal fl TIS aAAOS Ta óp.ola <þpOJ/ClJJ/ 
a
aJrf<p7)J/f. .El'!;EB. llist. Eccl. Ii:,. iii. c. ult. 
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1xxxix. 4,) he adds, " And one of us, by name John, one 
of the Apostles of Christ, in the revelation made to him, 
predicted that those that believe in our Christ, should live 
a thousand years in Jerusalem, and that after this should 
he the general, and, in short, the eternal resurrection of 
all togedlCr with one accord, anù the judgment, which 
also our Lord said, that they shall neither marry nor be 
given in marriage, but shall be like the angels, being the 
children of the God of the resurrection. [Luke xx. 35,6.]"1 
Similar evidence for the doctrine is still more largely 
adduced by Irenæus, who quotes from mOI'e than a dozen 
books of Scripture in proof of it. 2 So rrertullian speaks of 
it as predicted both by Ezekiel and St. John. 3 
Further; they maintain this doctrine with the greatest 
confidence as the truth of God, and intimate that those 
who did not receive it among the faithful were such as 
had been led astray in the matte'. hy the heretics_ rrhus 
Irenæus says,-" rrhe aforesaid blessing, [viz. that of Jacob 
Ly Isaac,] undeniably Lelongs to the times of tlJe king- 
dom." 4 And again; "Such promises do most clearly 
signifY the feasting of the creature which God promises to 
give in the kingdom of tbe just." 5 And again; "rrIwse 
and all other such things are undeniably spoken respect. 
ing the resurrection of tbe just."ô And when introducing 
this subject, he attributes the nece5sity of discussing- it to 
the circumstance of some having imbibed " heretical no- 
tions" 011 the point. "Since," he says, " some of those 
\\, ho are thought to be correct in their belief7 transgress 
the order of the promotion of the just, and are ignorant 


1 .T USTl
. 1\1. Dial. cum Tryph. 
 81. eù. Den. pp. 178, 9. (ell. W8G. p. 
307.) 
2 See IREN. Adv. hær. lib. v. cc. 33-36. 
;I TElt'lTLL. Adv. l\Iarc. lib. ill. c. 24. 
4 See p. 314 above. 
5 Tales itaque promissiones manifestissimc in Regno justorum istius creaturæ 
cpulatiunem significant quam Deus repromittit millistraturum se. IRKN.lib. v. 
c. 3-!. (p. 334. ell. l\Ias;;.) 
6 Hæc cnim [et] alia universa in resurrectioncm justorum sine controversia 
dicta sunt. Ih. c. 
.Ij. (p. :i3.). ell. .Ma
s.) 
7 Quidam eX his qui l'utantur rcctc credidisse. 
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of the steps by which they are gradually trained for the 
incorruptible state, baving in themselves heretical nutions;1 
for the heretics despising the work of God, and not be- 
lieving in the salvation of their flesh . . . . . say that as 
soon as they are dead, they go beyond the heavens and 
the Creator . . . They, therefore, who r
ject the resur- 
rection altogether, and as far as is in their power take it 
away, what wonder is it if they do not know the order of 
the resurrection? . . . . Since, therefore, the opinions of 
some are influenced by the discourses of the he-retics, 2 and 
they are ignorant of the arrangements of God and the 
mystery of the resurrection of the just, and of the king- 
dom which is the commencement of the incorruptible 
state, by which kingdom they who are worthy are habi- 
tuated by degrees to enjoy communion with God, it is 
necessary to speak concerning these things," &c. 3 
And thus also speaks Justin; - "rrell me," says 
Trypho, " do you affirm that this place Jerusalem is to 
be really relmilt, and do you expect that your people 
shall be gathered together [there], and live happily with 
Christ, together with the patriarchs and prophets, and those 
of our race, and those that became proselytes before that 
your Christ came, or have you proceeded to affirm these 
things that you might seem to overcome us in argument?" 
To which Justin replies,-" I am not such a wretch, 0 
Trypho, as to speak differently to what I think. I have, 
therefore, already confessed to you, that I and many others 
are of this opinion. 4 . . . . But I have also told you that 
many even of those Christians who are of pure anù pious 
sentiments, do not acknowledge this. For as to those 


1 Hæreticos sensus in se habentes. 
2 Transferuntur quorumdam sententiæ ab hæreticis sermonihus. 
3 !REN. Adv. hær. lib. v. cc. 31, 3
. (lJP. 330, 331. ed. Mass.) 
4 The words here omitted are, &s Ka.
 '7TctJI'TWS f'7T
l1'Ta.O"ef 'TOU'TO "tfV1JO"OJJ.fVOV, 
which seem clearly corrupt. Thirlby conjectures f71'
O"'Ta.O"ea.
, which the Be- 
nedictine Editor adopts, but which docs not appear to remove the difficulty. 
The sentence appears to me evidently to require f'7T
O"'Ta.JJ.fea., (which occurs in 
the latter part of the paragraph,) and then the sense would be, "as also we 
fully know that this will be." 
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who are called Christians, but are in reality atheists and 
impious heretics, I have shown you that in all things they 
teach blasphemous, and infidel, and absurà doctrines. 
. . . . For I am resolved to follow-not men or human 
doctrines, but-God, and the doctrines that come from him. 
For if you fall in with some who are called Christians, 
and who do not confess this, but even dare to blaspheme 
the God of Abraham, and the God of Isaac, and the God 
of Jacob, and who say that there is no resurrection of the 
dead, but that their souls as soon as they die, are taken 
up into heaven, you must not suppose them to be Chris- 
tians. As neither would anyone who rightly inquired 
into the matter, affirm the Sadducees or the similar sects 
of the Genistæ and Meristæ, and Galilæans, and Hel- 
lenists, and Baptist-Pharisees, (and bear with me while I 
speak my mind,) to be Jews, but Jews and children of 
Abraham in name, anù confe:3sing God with their lips, 
as God himself exclaimed, but having their heart far 
from him. But I, and all Christians altogether orthodox,1 
know both that there will be a resurrection of the flesh, 
and a thousand years in Jerusalem built up, and beauti- 
fied and enlarged, as the prophets Ezekiel and Isaiah 
and the rest affirm." 2 
Here, then, although (according to the reading of the 
copies that remain to us, the correctness of which is 
doub!ed by IlJany3) he admits that many Christians of 
pure and pious sentiments did not hold this doctrine, yet 
he lays it down as certainly true, and one which all those 
who were fully orthodox maintained; and he couples the 
denial of it with very serious heresies. 


I E')'w BE KaL EL 'TLJlES ELULV op60')'JlWJ.LOJlES lCa'Tt
 1TaVTa XpLUTLaJlOL. 
2 Dial. cum Tryph. 
 80. ed. Den. pp. 177,8. (ed. IGßG. p.306.) 
3 It has been thought hy many, that instead of 1TOÀÀOVS B' av KaL'TWV 'T'I)S 
Ka6apas KaL EVUEßOVS OJI'TWV XpLlrrLaJlWV ')'J'Wp.'I)S, we should reaù 1TOÀÀOVS B' av 
KaL TWJI p.'I) T'I)S Ka6apas, Ie. T. À. which certainly would suit the context better, 
but is an emendation hardly admissible on conjecture. Archbishop Till otson, 
however, in his" Rule of faith," pleaùs strongly for it ; and he supposes the 
passage here referred to by Justin, to be that occurring in 
 3,";. pp. 132, 3. 
(ed. lGU6. p. 253.) The words of Irenæus, however, quoted p. 317 above, (note 
7,) support the reading of the 1\H5S. 
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And to those already mentioned, we may adJ, as dc- 
fenJers of this Joctrine, among others, Nepos, 1 Victorinus 
Petavionensis, '2 Lactantius,3 Apollinarius Junior, 4 and 
Sulpicius Severus,5 to which some add even the Nicene 
Council. 6 
1\loreover, as we have the testimony of Eusebius, 
quoted above, to the number of those who embraced this 
doctrine, so we ha\'e a similar testimony from Jerome, 
who saJs that though he did not adopt the doctrine, yet 
he could not condemn it, because many members of the 
church and martyrs had maintained it; 7 and he admits 
that the majority of the 'Vestern Church in his part of 
the world maintained it; and that so earnestly, as to be 
indignant with those who denied it. 8 


I See Euseb. Hist. Eccl. vii. 24. and I-Iieron. De vir. illustr. c. 69. 
2 See I-lieron. De vir. ill. c. 18. and Fragm. Ope De fabr. mundi, in Cave, 
Rist. Lit. sub. nom. 
3 See Inst. vii. 24. and Epit. 
 11. and Hieron. De vir. ill. ('. ] 8. 
<I. See Hieron. De vir. ill. c. 18. and Comm. in Is. in Præf. aù lib. ]8. 
Basil. Ep. 263. ed. Ben. (al. 74.) 
:; See Hieron. Comm. in Ezech. c. 36. 
ð Their words, according to Gelasius Cyzicenus, were these .-'. 'Vherefore 
we expect new heavens and a new earth, according to the Holy Scriptures, 
when the appearance and kingdom of the great God and our Saviour, Jesus 
Christ, is manifested to us. and then, as Daniel says, the saints of the most 
high shall take the kingdom, and the earth shall be pure, a holy earth of the 
living, and not of the dead. which David foreseeing, by the eye of faith, ex- 
claims, I believe that I shall see the goodness of the Lord in the land of the 
living, the land of the meek and humble. For' blessed,' saith he,' are the 
meek, for they shall inherit the earth.' And the Prophet, · The feet of the 
meek and humble,' saith he, 'shall tread upon it.' Gelas. Cyzic. Acta Conc. 
Nic. P. 2. c. 31. 
 8. pp. 156,7. ed. 1599. 
7 Quæ licet non sequamur tamen damnare non possumus, quia multi 
Ecclesiasticorum virorum et martyres ista ùixerunt. Et unusquisque in suo 
sensu abundet, et Domini cuncta judicio reserventur. HIERON. Comm. in 
Hierem. c. 19. Tom. iv. col. 975,6. cd. Vall. Ven. 
8 De repromissionibus futurorum, quomodo debeant accipi, ct qua ratione 
intelligenda sit Apocalypsis J ohannis, quam si juxta literam accipimus, judai- 
zandum est, si spiritualiter ut scripta est disserimus, multorum veterum 
videbimur opinionibus cuntraire. Latinorum, Tertulliani, Victorini, Lactantii . 
Græcorum, ut cæteros prætermittam, Irenæi tantum Lugd. Episc. faciam 
mentionem, adversum quem vir eloquentissimus Dionysius Alexandrinæ Eccle- 
siæ pontifex elegantem scribit librum, irridens mille annorum fabulam . . Cui 
duobus \'oluminibus:respondet Apollinariu
 quem non 1J0lum suæ sectæ homines 
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It is impossible, thcn, to deny tlmt the testimony in 
favour of this doctrine, as an Apostolical traùition, is 
such as can be adduceù for hardly any other; and by the 
earliest Fathers it is delivered to us as one "hich it 
savours strongly of heresy to deny. rrhey deli\-er it to 
us as the undeniable sensp of Scripture, and as confL'llIed 
by a testimony coming to them by successional delivery 
from the oral teaching of the Apostles. 
:N or is it till we come to the midùle of the third cen- 
tury, that we find any record of any person of note in the 
church opposing it. 1 .L
bout that time we find, by all 
incidental notice of the work in Eusebins 2 and J crolUP, 
 
that Dionysius of Alexanùria wrote a book against it, in 
refutation of oue by K epos, al'cording to Eusebiu
, or, as 
Jerome says, against Irenæus; and "as answered by 
Apollinarius, \'vho (as Jcrome tells u
 in the passage 
above quotcd,4) was followed in tltis puint by most of the 
,.If estern Church in Jerome's part of the world. And 
after this period we finù IUOst of the authors that remain 
to us opposing, and even ridiculing, the ùoctrine. 5 
Now I will not enter upon the question whethcr this 


sed et nostrO'lllm, in hac pm'te dllmta.r:at,plurima sequÏlU1' mllltit71do, tlt præ.ça.f/a 
mente jam Cf'1'nam, quant01'um in me 1'abie
 cOlll'Ïlanda sit. IIieron. Comm. in 
Is. in Præf. ad libr. I R. Tom. iv. col. 767, 8. ed. Vall. Ven. 
) Unless we think that the answer of the relations of our Lord to Domitian, 
when que
tioned concerning the fllturf' kingdom of Christ, is pertinent to this 
matter. alld it certaÏ!lly appears to me worthy of ohsen ation, in cOl1lll'xion 
with it. "Bcing asked concerning Clnist and his kingdom, wlIRt it would 
he, anù when and where it was to appear, they an!\wered that it was not mUll," 
dane or earthly, but hcavenly and angelical. and would be at the end of the 
world, when he should come in glory and judge the quick and the dead, H.lll 
give to cHch according to his works." (EpCAYr1]8EJlTa'i BE 7TEpt TOU XptUTOIJ Kat 
T1]'i l3aatÀEla'i av'TOV, b7TOla TI'i EI1]. Kat 7TOTE Kal7TOt cþUJl1]UOP.EJl1], ÀOj'OJl Boul!at. 
&'i ov KOUP./K1] P.EJI OvBE E7rtj'EIO'i, E7TOUpaJlIOS BE Kal aj'j'EÀtK1] TUj'XctJlEt, E7rt (Jl1JI- 
TEÀELa TOV aIWJlO'i j'EJlT}UOP.f'Jl1], b7TT}IItKa EÀeWJI EJI 1io
1] KptJlEI çWJI'Ta'i Kal JlEKpOU'i, 
Kat a7ToBwuEI t KUU'TW KaTa TO. E7TtT1]1iEvp.UTa aIJ'TOI1. El'SEß. llist. Eccl. iii. 
o.) 
2 ElISEß. IIi
t. Ecel. lib. vii. c. 
4. ; and sce lib. iii. c. :?B. 
3 HIEH.O)\;. Comm. in Is. in l'ræf. aù lihr. lR. 
4 
ce the preceding page. 
S See E)"sEß. iii. c. uIt. 1 [rEIWN. in loe. cit. et p<1.""im. 1'HE'onORET. Ilæret. 
Fah. lih. 2. c. 3. tom. 4. p. 330. cd. Schulze; &(". .xc. 
YOLo J. \ 
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doctrine is true or false, for that might seem to involve a 
determinat.ion of the very point in dispute; nor will I 
press the argwnentU1n ad hominem against our opponents, 
as not receiving what has such witness in its favour, be- 
cause they may justly take refuge in the admissions of 
Justin and Irenæus, that there were those among Chris- 
tians who did not embrace it, as showing that there was 
not catholic consent for it. But the conclusion (the, as 
it appears to me, irrefragable conclusion) that I draw 
from it is this, That a doctrine may be put forth as the 
indubitably correct interpretation of Scripture, and an 
Apostolical tradition, by a great number of the most 
esteemed Fathers, and consequently might bear to us the 
appearance of having the catholic consent of the early 
church in its favour, (judging, as our opponents do, by 
the few remains we happen to possess,) which was really 
but the view taken by a portion of the church; and more- 
over, that what seems, if we are to judge with certainty 
from the few authors that remain to us, to have been the 
prevailing doctrine of the church for a long period, and 
received as one handed down by a successional delivery 
from the oral teaching of the Apostles, may afterw'ards 
have been so repudiated by the great majority, that you 
can barely find a supporter of it, and will generally see 
it loaded with obloquy; and therefore either that it was 
not really the prevailing doctrine, or that the prevailing 
doctrine became corrupted at too early a period for us to 
know precisely, from the works that remain to us, what it 
was. 
To this case 1\1r. Newman has alluded; and his mode 
of getting over tbe difficulty. is by assuming that "the 
early opinions concerning the Millennium," " probably in 
no slight degree" "originated in a misunderstanding of 
Scripture ;" 1 an assumption which, after tbe extracts 
given above, needs no reply; and which, if true, does not 
help his cause in the least; for though it was held to be 
8npported by Scripture, it was handed down as also an 
I Leet. p. 203. 
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oral Apostolical tradition; and he thinks that at any rate 
"such local rumours about matters of fact cannot be put 
on a level with catholic tradition concerning matters of 
doctrine." 1 N ow the notion is new to me that a doctrine 
is more easily handed down than a fact; and the point 
now under consideration is, as it appears to me, a ùoc- 
trine. It certainly was so propounded by Irenæus and 
Justin. And I would ask, what" matter of doctrine" has 
a tradition in its favour, during the earliest times of the 
church, so catholic as this? 1\lr. Newman adds,-" Cer- 
tainly in Egypt in the third century they seem to have 
had their origin in a misconstruction of Scripture. Ellseb. 
Hist. vii. 24." 2 I can see nothing more, however, in this 
passage, than that those who supported the doctrine, sup- 
ported it, as Justin and Irenæus did before them, by tes- 
timonies of Scripture; believing those testimonies to be 
the proper proofs of all doctrines, even at that early 
period; and I would particularly commend to l\Ir. New- 
man's observation the account there given us by Diony- 
sius of Alexandria of a disputation he held with some of 
those who were attached to this doctrine; in which he 
tells us, in praise of his opponents, that they, "acting 
most conscientiously and sincerely, and with hearts laid 
open to God's view, fully received those things that were 
established by proofs and testimonies taken from tlte Ho('1 
Sc'riptu'res." 3 
The two next cases I would notice, are instances of Ull- 
founùed claims to _\postolical traùition, on points con- 
nected with the rites of the church; namely, respecting 
the time of observing Easte.', and the re-baptization of 
those baptized by heretics. 
I would point out, then, on this head,- 
(2.) The di
putes respecting the time of obsen ing 
Easter. 
The account of this matter is preserved to us by Eu- 
seLius, who tells us that towards the close of the second 


I Leet. p. 203. 2 lb. 
3 See the passß;e quoted below, ch. 10. undcr " Dionysius of Alexandria." 
v2 
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century "no small controversy being raised, because 
the churches (7rapOLKlw) of all Asia supposed, as from 
a more antienf tradition, that they ought to observe the 
fourteenth day of the J\Ioon a3 the salutary feast of 
Easter, being the day on which the Jews were COlll- 
manded to kill the lamb; and that they ought always 011 
that day, on whatever day of the week it might happcll, 
to terminate their fastings; when, nevertheless, it was 
not the custom of the churches over the rest of the whole 
world to celebrate it in this manner, who observed the 
custom derired from apostoZical traditioll, aud still pre- 
"ailing; viz., that they ought not to put an end to their 
fastings on any other day but that of the rc'sUlTection of 
our Saviour; upon this account s)'nods and assemblies of 
bishops met. And all of them "ith one consent, did by 
their letters certify the brethren everywhere of the ec- 
clesiastical decree; viz., that the mystery of our Lord's 
resurrection should never be celebrated on any other day 
but Sunday; and that on that day only we should observe 
to terminate the fasts before Easter. There is at this 
time extant the decree (ypafþ1J) of those who then were 
assembled in Palestine, over whom rrhpophilus, bishop of 
the church in Cæsarea, and Narcissus, bishop of that in 
Jerusalem, presided. In like manner, also, another of 
those assembled at Home concerning the same question, 
showing that its bishop at that time was Victor. Also of 
the bishops in Pontus, over whom Palmas, as being the 
most antient, presidc(l. 
\lso of the churches in Gallia, 
of which Irenæus was bishop. l\Ioreover, of those in 
Osdroena and the cities there, and a private letter of 
Bacchyllus, bisllop of the church of the Corinthians; anti 
of most others also; all of whom having uttered one and 
the same opinion and sentiment, gave the same judgment; 
and this we have mentioned was their unanimous Jeter- 
mination." 1 
But, on the other hand, when this judgment was COlll- 
municated to the churches of Asia, they, as Eusebius tells 
I Euseb. Hist. Eccl. lih. v. c. 23. 
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us, "stoutly umilltailled that they ought to oLoerve the 
CI1!5t01l1 that came to them by antient tradition;" I and 
theil. bishop, Polycrates, wrote back to Victor, bishoV of 
Home, as fo]lows ;-" 'Ye therefore," he says, "observe 
the true day unaltered, having neither added to nor taken 
from [what has been delivered to us]. For in -Llsia lie 
the great seeds (O'TOLXt:W) [of the church], who shall rise in 
the ùay of the Lord"s ad\rent, in which he shall come from 
heaven with glory, amI raise all the saints: viz., Philip, 
one of the twelve Avostles who died at Hierapolis, and 
his two daughters that lived to a great age as virgins, 
and his other daughter who posses
ed, during her life, the 
extraordinary gifts of the Spirit, who rests at Ephesus. 

\nd moreover John, who reposed 011 the bosom of our 
Lonl, who became a prie5t, amI wore a golden plate, who 
was abo a martyr and a teacher. lIe Jied at Ephesus. 
l\Ioreover, also, Polycarp the bishop amI martyr of 

Illyrna. And Thraseas, the bishop and martyr fi.om 
EUllJenia, who died at Smyrna. And why need I mention 

agaris, bishop and martyr, who died at Laodicea? 
l\Ioreover, the blessed Papirius also; and l\Ielito the 
f'unuch, who enjoyed the veculiar gifts of the Holy Spirit 
during the whole of his life, who lies at Sardis, awaiting" 
the visitation from heaven, in which he shall rise from 
the dead. Tlzese all observed Easte1. Oil tlte fourteenth day, 
according to tlte Gospel; transgrcssing ill nothing, bllt walk- 
ing strictly according to tlte rille offaith. And I also, the 
least of all of you, Polycrates, [so act], according to the 
tradition of my relations, some of wholll I have followed. 
There were, indeed, seven bishops related to me. And I 
am the eighth. And illY relatioll
 alway1S oLserved the 
tlay whell the people [i. e. the Jews] removed the leaven. 
I therefore, Lrethren, being sixty-fi ve years old in the 
Lord, and lu.t cili 9 Iwd cOllllllunication u.ith brethren from all 
/Jllrts of the lcorld, aud having lead throng"h all the Holy 

cJ'il'tlires, am not alarmed at the threats directed agaiusl 
Hie. For t llO
C \\, ho are greater thall I, ha ve 
aitl, It be- 
I E'l:;eb. Bbt. 
ccl. lill. v. c. 
4. 
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hoves US to obey God, rather than men." And he adds 
after-wards, that he had called together very Dlany bishops 
to give their opinion on the matter; and that they entirely 
approved of what he haù written.! And Irel1æus, in his 
letter to Victor, reminds him that Polycarp had thus ob- 
served the day; and, that when he came to Rome, Ani- 
cetus, the hishop of Rome, who observed the contrary 
practice, could not induce him to forsake it; " inasmuch," 
says Irenæus, " as he had always so observed it with John 
the disciple of the Lord, and the rest of the Apostles, 
with whom he had been conversant." 2 
And the difference, as we learn from Irenæus, extended 
also to the previous fast; for he tells us, that" some think 
they ought to fast one day; others, two; others, more." S 
And he thinks it probable that the difference might arise 
from some bishops being negligent, and allowing that to 
go down to posterity as a custom, which was introduced 
t!trough simplicity and ignorance. 4 
Here, then, surely we have a remarkable instance how 
easily even a practice might be introduced, under the 
name of an apostolical tradition, which had no such sanc- 
tion for it; and this, as Irenæus thinks, might arise, even 
in the second century, from the negligence of bishops al- 
lowing that to go down to posterity as a custom, which 
was introduced through simplicity anù ignorance; and 
thus the name of Apostolical traùition be pleaded for that 
which was altogether abhorrent to the usages of the 
Apostles. And, be it observed, that in the case before 
118, the evidence (taking that which remains to us) appears 
to preponderate in favour of that usage which is not now 
followeù. 5 
So that our learned Dean Comuer remarks on this 


I Euseb. H. E. lib. v. c. 
4. 
 lb. 
3 lb. t lb. 
s See fm1her particulars relating to this matter, in Epiphan. Adv. hær. in 
hær. ïO. 

 9, 10, and Athanas. De Synod. Arim. 
 5. p. ïl9. (ell. Ben.) and 
Ep. ad African. Episc. 
 2. p. 892, where Athanasius acknowledges that the 
l'hurches of Syria, Cilicia, and l\Iesopotamia, at the time of the Nicene Coun- 
cil, all celebrated Easter at the time of the Jewit;h Passoycr. 
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matter, "Though Binius's notes brag of Apostolical and 
universal tradition, the bishops of Asia proùuced a con- 
trary tradition, and called it Apostolical, for keeping 
Easter at a different time; wlticlt slwu.s llOw uncertain a 
ground tradition is fo'r articles of faith, when it varied so · 
much in delivering down a practical rite through little 
more than one century." 1 
Before we pass on, let us observe the way in which this 
whole dispute is spoken of early in tbe fifth century, by 
one whose" peculiar judgment and di]igence" are praised 
both by V alesius and our own Cave,-the historian 
o- 
crates. "I think it not unreasonable," he says, "to de- 
clare in short what comes into my mind concerning Easter. 
Neither tbe antients nor the moderns who have studiously 
followed the Jews had, in my judgment, any just or ra- 
tional cause of contending so much about this festival. 
For they considered not with themselves that when the 
Jewish religion was changed into Christianity, those ac- 
curate observances of the :Mosaic law and the types of 
things future wholly ceased. And this carries along with 
it its own demonstration. For no one of Christ's laws 
has permitted the Christians to observe the rites of the 
Jews. l\'Ioreover, on the contrary, the A postle has expressly 
forbid this, and does not only reject circumcision, but also 
advises against contending about festival days. 'Vherefore, 
in his Epistle to the Galatians, his words are these, 'Ten 
me, ye that desire to be under the Law, do ye not hear the 
Law?' [iv.21.] And having spent some few words in his 
discourse hereof, he demonstrates that the people of the 
Jews are servants, but that those who have followed Christ 
are called to liberty. l\Ioreover it is his admonition that 
days, and months, and years, should in no wise be ob- 
served. Be::;iùcs, ill his Epistle to the Colossians, he does 
louùly affirm that such observations are a shadow. 'Vhere- 
fore he says, , Let n.o man judge you in meat, or in drink, 
or in respect of any holy day, orof the new moon, or of the 
sabbath days, which are a shadow of things to come.' [ii. 


I Roman Furgeries, p. ::J:t; or in Up. Gih80n't; Pre"crvativc, \'01. :So 
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]6, ]7.] And in the Epistle to the Hebrews, this very 
Apostle does confirm the same things in these words, 
, For the priesthood being changed, there is made of ne- 
cessity a change also of the Law.' [vii. 12] The Apostle 
· tlterrfore and tlte Gospels have no lchere imposed tl,e yoke 
of servitude on thosp who have approached the preac"-ing of 
the faitA, bllt hare lpft tl,P feast of Easfpr and the other fes- 
tivals to be !tonour[ d by tlteir gratitude and benevolence wlw 
hm.e had benefits conferred upon them on those days. 
'Vherefore in regard men love festiya]s, because thereon 
they have a cessation from their labours, each person in 
every place according to his own pleasure has by a certain 
custom celebrated the memory of the saving passion. For 
neither Ollr t)rwiour nor his Apostles lwre erÿoined 'liS by any 
IrlW to observe this festival. Nor have the Gospels or the 
Apostles threatened us 'Icith any mulct, punishment, or curse, 
as the 11[m;aic Law does the Jews. For it is merely for the 
history's sake, in order to a l'uhli
hing of the reproach of 
the Jews, hecause they polluted themselves with blood 
on their very festivals, that it has heen recorded in the 
gospels that our Saviour suffered even on the days of un- 
kavpued breaù. l\Ioreo\'er it was not the Apostles' de- 
sign to make laws concerning festival days, but to intro- 
duce good life and piety. And it seems to me, that as 
many other things in several places have been established 
by custom, so the feast of Easter also had a peculiar ob- 
servation amongst all persons from some old usage, in re- 
gard JWlle of the Apostles as I Itave said have made any de- 
terminate decree about it. N ow that the observation of 
this festival haù its original amongst all men in the pri- 
mitive times from custom rather than law, the things 
thelll
el ves do demonstrate." He then notices, as a proof, 
the great variety there was as to tIle time of observing it, 
and adùs, ., The Quurtodecimunsrlo(1Jirlll tltat the observation 
of tlte fOil rteent/l dn.y of tllP moon was delivered to thelll by 
Jolin tlte Apostle. But tlte Rumans and tllOse in the western 
parts SO!!, tlwt tlte usage ill furce u'itìt tltelllLCus delirered by 
the Ajlu:;ll('S l
('ter (l1l(/I J rutl. ,Yolu.it!,stwu!in9 neit/ter (
f 
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t!lese tlCO pa'rties can produce au!! WRITTEN [or, SCRIPTURAL] 
TESTHWNY in confirmation lzereof." 
And havinO" hence taken occasion to notice" the dif_ 
t:) 
ferent usages of churches" respecting rites, particularly as 
to the time and mode of fasting, he adds, "And in regard 
no one can produre a command IN WRITlI'm [or, SCRIPTURE] 
concerning tltis t!zing, it is manifrst tltat the Apostles left 
everyone to his own 'Will and free choice in this case, to the 
lJJld that no person might be compelled through fear or ne- 
cessity to the pe1formanre of what is good." 
lIenee he proceeds to notice the variety in the time 
and mode of conducting. their religious assemblies, and 
respecting divers eccIe
iastical usages, the diversity of 
which according to the account he there gi\'es is not a 
little remarkable, and thus concludes,-" That there hap- 
pened 1113 ny differences upon this account even in the 
.,1postles' times, was a thing not unknown even to the. 
Apostles tbemsel Yes, as the book of the Acts does attest. 
For when the Apostles understood that a disturbance was 
raised amongst the faÜhful by reason of a dissension of 
the Gentiles, being all met together, they promul;ed a 
divine law, drawing it up in form of a Letter; whereLy 
they freed believers from a most burthensome servitude 
and vain contention about these thing's, and taught them 
a must exact way of living well which would lead thcm 
to true piety, mentioning' to them only :mch things as ne- 
cessarily ought to be observed . . . .. For these are 
the express wonls of the Letter, 'I t seemed good to the 
Holy Ghost to lay upon you no greater burthen than 
these nece:-:saries to be observed.' N u1\\ ithstaIHlin()' there 
t:) 
are 
vllle who, disregarding these precepts, suppose all 
fornicatiun tu Le a thing indifferent, but contend about lwl!! 
days, as if it u.ere for t!teir lives. These perSVltS invert t!te 
(.olJlllulIlds of Ood, am] Jllalw laws fO'1" themselves, /lot va- 
Lv.: fl!J tlte decree of tlte Apostles, nUl. du they cOIJsidcr that 
they practise the contmry to those things which 'H'cllled 
goud' to (.ud." I 


I 
f)l:rat. 
chola"t. Hi"t. Ecdcli. lib. v. c. :!:? I have givcn this l'a:.:-ag-l' 
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Leaving this passage to the careful consideration of the 
reader, and of the Tractators more especially, I proceed 
to 
(3) The question relating to the rehaptization of those 
baptized by heretics. 
A controversy arose on this subject in the middle of the 
third century between Cyprian and Stephen, Bishop of 
Rome, and the question, says Eusebins, was, "\vhether 
it was proper that those who went over to the church 
from any heresy should be purged by baptism." 1 
Stephen, Bishop of Rome, held that "from whatever 
heresy" anyone should go over to the church, having been 
baptized by the heretics with whom he had been asso- 
ciated, he should be admitted by the imposition of hands,2 
including even such heresies as those of Marcion, Valen- 
tinus and Apelles. 3 
Cyprian on the contrary held that those wlw had heen 
baptized out of the church among heretics or schislIlatics 
ought to be baptized when they went over to the church, 
and that it was of little use to lay hands upon them that 
they might receive the Holy Spirit, unless they also re- 
ceived the baptism of the church. 4 
The former opinion was defended by Stephen upon the 
ground of its being an Apostolical tradition. "If anyone," 
he says, "shall have come over to us from any lte'resy, let 
no new practice be introduced, but that observed which 
was delivered (traditum), namely that there be imposition 


according to the English translation published with Eusebius, &c. Lond. 
1709. fol. 
I El liEol TOUS E
 Olo.lfOUP o.ípElfEClJS E7rllf7pEtþOJI'To.S lilo. J\Ovrpou 1C00(}0.IPElJI. 
EusEB. Rist. Eccl. vii. 2. 
2 Si quis ergo a quacunque hæresi vencrit ad nos, nihil innovetur nisi quod 
traditum est, ut manus ilIi imponatur in pænitentiam. Cit. a C.ypr. in Ep. 
74, ad Pompeium. 
3 Cypr. Ep. 74, ad Pomp. 
.. Eos qui sint foris extra Ecclesiam tincti, et apud h,
rcticos et Bchisma- 
ticos profanæ aquæ Iabc maculati, quando ad nos atque ad Ecclesiam, quæ 
una est, venerint, baptizari oportere. eo quod I'arum sit eis manum iml'oncre 
ad accipicndum Spiritum Sanctum nisi accipiant et Ecclesiæ haptisllllllll. 
Cypr. Ep. 7
, aù Steph. 
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of hands for repentance." 1 And we are told by Firmilian 
that he defended his opinion on the ground that "the 
Apostles forbade that those who came over from any he- 
resy should be baptized, and delivered tl1Ïs to posterity to 
be ohserved." 2 
And to this no doubt it is that Cyprian refers when he 
says, on this subject,-" Nor let anyone say, we follow 
that which we have received from the Apostles, since the 
Apost1es delivered tlutt there was only one church and 
one baptism." 3 And Eusebius tells us, that tbe reason of 
Stephen's anger was, that he thought it was not right to 
introduce anything new and beyond the tradition that 
had been in force froUl the beginning. 4 
The real state of the case was, that it was the custom at 
that time in Rome, and some other churches, and therefore 
was dignified, as every other custom of that church was and 
is, with the most unscrupulous audacity, with the title of 
an Apostolical tradition, such a name being well known to 
be with the multitude an immediate passport to its recep- 
tion; but to which many of tlte customs so observed even in 
the third century, as Firmilian tells US,5 had no right. 
N ow it is commonly represented, that on the other 
side the charge of innovat-ion was admitted, but that 
Cyprian, arguing from Scripture, followed a practice 
which he admitted might be new to the church. This 
notion, however, is altogether erroneous, as the state- 
ments of Cyprian and Firmilian, and others, fully show. 
Thus Cyprian says, that his opinion was "not new, 
but long bifore laid down by his predecessors, and observed 


a Vide supra. 
\! Quantum ad id pertineat quod Stephan us dixit, quasi Apostoli eos qui ab 
hæresi veniant baptizari prohibucrint, et hoc cu
todiendum posteris trm1iderint, 
plenissime vos respondistis. l,'irmil. Ep. ad. Cypr. Inter. Ope C;ypr. Ep. 75. 
3 N ec quisquam dicat, quod acccpimus ab Apostolis hoc sequimur, quanùo 
Aposto1i non nisi unam Ecclesiam tradiùerunt et baptisma unum. C.ypr. 
Ep.73. 
4 AlI.lI.' b'YE 1TE<<þa.VOS p.Tj 
EtV Tt VEWTEPOV '7I"a.pa. 7TjV Kpa.TTjr1a.dCW a.PX7Jf}EV '7I"apa.- 
liOr1tv E'7I"
KU.tvOTOP.E
V O
OP.fiVOS, E'7I"
 TOVTW 

Tj'Ya.VaJCTE
. EUSEH. Hit!t. BeeI. vii. 3. 

 
ce Firmil. Ep. ad (';ypr. Inter Cypr. Ep. 75. 



33
 


PATRI:;TICAL 'l'llADITlOX 


by 'lim." I And again ;-" It is not a new or suudenly 
introduced thing with us, that we should hold that those 
who come over to the church from heretics should be 
baptized, since it is many years and a long period since a 
great number of bishops, meeting under Agrippinus, a 
man whose memory is to be had in honour, decreed this; 
and between that time and this many thousand heretics 
in our provincea being converted to the church," have 
been haptized. 2 And this decree of Agrippinus and the 
bishops who were assembled with him, Cyprian say
 he 
followed, as being" pious and legitimate and salutary, 
and agreeable to the cat
olic faith and church." 3 

nd he 
clearly denies the antiquity of the custom pleaJed on the 
other side. For he says,-" They say that they follow in 
this antient custOllJ, when among the al1tieuts were the 
first Leginnings of heresy and schisms, so that they formed 
the heretics, who departed from the church, and had 
been previously baptized among us, whom when tl1 ey 
returned to the church as penitents it was not necessary 
to baptize. 'Yhich we also observe at this day; so that 
as it respects those whom we know to have been bap- 
tized in the church, awl to have gone over from l1S to 
the heretics, if afterwards acknowledging their offence, 
and rejecting their error, they return to the truth and 
their mother, (matricem) it is sufficient to lay hanus upon 
them for repentance."-It 
. 


I Sententiam nostram non novam promimus, sed jam pridem ah antecesso- 
ribus no::,tris statutam et a nobis observatam. C'ypr. Ep. 7U. 4td Januarium. 
2 Apud nos autem non nova aut repentina res est, ut baptizandos censeanlUt! 
eOS qui ab hæreticis ad Ecclesiam veniunt, quando multi jam anni sint ct 
10nga ætas ex {lUO sub Agrippino honæ memoriæ ,iro com enientes in unum 
episcopi plurimi hoc statuerint, atque exinde in hoùiernum tot millia hæretico- 
rum in pro, inciis nostris ad Ecclcsiam conversi non a
pernati :.int, ð.c. . . . . 
ut hvacri vital is et salutaris bapti:smi gratiam consequerentur. C.rpr. Ep. 73. 
Ad Jubaian. 
3 (
uorum sententiam et religios:im et legitimam ct salutarem fidei ct Ec- 
dcsiæ Catholicæ congruentem nos etiam secuti sumus. C,}pr. Ep. 71. Ad 
Quintum. 
4 Et dicunt Be in hoc \'etercm cOlll:.uctudincm SC1lui; (lUalHln apud 'cterc:. 
h,"rCI!COh d :-chil>matum prima adhllc fuerint initia, ut hi illic es:scnt qui de 
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Such, also, is the testimony of everyone of the eighty- 
seven bishops convened on this matter by Cyprian, in the 
third Carthaginian synod. They one and all declare that 
the baptism of heretics is altogether null and void; and 
that Hot as men laying down any new rule on the suhject, 
but merely as wituesses to what had been a principle of 
the Christian faith from the beginning. The testimonif's 
of thebe bishops were given by each separately, and are 
still to be seen in the works of Cyprian. 1 
The same testimony is borne by Dionysius of Alex- 
andria, the contemporary of Cyprian, who writing 011 this 
subject says,-" I have learnt this also, that it is not the 
case that now at tlJÌs time the Africans only have intro- 
duced thi
 [as some appear to have represented it was], 
but that long ago this opinion was maintained by tlie bishops 
before llS ill the most populous churches alld synods of the 
brethren at Iconil1l11 and Synada, and in many places, 
whose determinations I cannot allow myself to suhvert, 
and throw them into strife and contention; for it is said, 
Thou shalt not remove thy neighbour's landmarks which 
thy fathers have set." 2 
And lastly, Firmilian, who was UishopofCæsareain Cap- 
padocia, 
till more plainly says,-" 'Veto truthjoill also 
custulIl, and to the custom of the Romans oppose custom, 
but the custom of truth; holdi))g this to have been frorn 
the beginning which was delivered l)y Chri
t and the 
Apostle. lYor do we reroll('ct that tlâs had any begiuning 


Ecclesia recedebant, et hic baptizati prius fuerant: quos tunc tamen ad EccIe- 
siam revertentes et IJa:nitentialll agentcs necesse non erat baptizare. Quod nos 
quoque hodie obscrvamus. ut quos COli stet hic bapti.mtos esse et a nobis ad 
hæreticos transisse. si postmoðum peccato :suo cognito et errore ðige
to ad 
veritatem et matricem redeant, satis sit in pænitentiam manum imponere. 
Cypr. Ep. 71. Ad Quintum. 
I See Concil. Carthagin. De baptize hæret. inter Ope C;ypriani. 
2 Mfp.a(7)/CCI. /Ca& 'l"OIlTO, bn p.7] JlVII 01 fJl Atþpl/C7) P.OJlO/l TOIlTO 7ra.pfI(7)")'a")'O/l, 
ClÀÀa /Cal 7rpO 7rOÀÀOV /Ccera TOVS 7rpO 'Í)P.W/I f7TIU/c07rOVS fJl Tau 7roÀvav6pW7rOTa'l"aIS 
f/C/CÀ 7]ulals /Cal 'l"alS uV/lolìolS TWY a7ifÀtþwJI fJl l/coJllw /cUI 
vJlalìols /Cal 7rapa 7rOÀÀOIS 
'l"OIlTO flìo
f/l, W/I 'l"as ßovÀas ava'l"pf7TW/I flS fplJl /Ccu tþlÀO/lfl/Clav allTovs fp.ßaÀfl/l 
ov/c VrrOP.f/lW OV"Yap p.f'l"a/CUJ7]UfIS. tþ7]r1IJ1, bpla TOV 7rÀ7)UIOJI r10V å f(Jfll'TO 01 7rfl- 
TfpH r1OV. El'

;B. Hist. Eccl. lih. ,ii. ".7. 
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with us, since it was always observed ltere, tbat we sbould 
acknowledge but one church of God, and that we should 
reckon that only to be holy baptism which was of the holy 
church." 1 And in this he speaks not as an individual, 
but as representing the sentiments of a synod of bishops 
from the neighbouring parts assembled at Iconium. 2 
So far, then, from admitting that their practice was a 
novelty in the church, they stoutly maintained the an- 
tiquity of the custom. And certainly Tertullian was on 
their side of the question, for in his Treatise on baptism 
written before his departure from the church, he says, 
that the heretics," without doubt, have not" baptism; 3 
upon which the learned Pamelius remarks, that it is im- 
possible to deny (negare non possumus) that he was of the 
same opinion as Cyprian, and that per/taps !tis Greek trea- 
tise on baptism in w!tich t!tis opinion was more fully stated 
was on t!tat account suppressed; a plain confession of his 
opinion of the mode in which the writings of the primi. 
tive church were dealt with by the dominant parties of 
after times. 4 
And such also appears to have been the opinion of 
Clemen t of Alexandria. 5 
But says 1\lr. Newman, " Cyprian did not profess any 
Apostolical tradition on his side." (p. 204.) No doubt he 
did not as far as their ORAL tradition was concerned; and 
the question is, whether he did not herein show more 


1 Ceterum nos veritati et consuetudinem jungimus, et consuetudini Romano- 
rum consuetudinem, sed veritatis, opponimus. ab initio hoc tenentes quod a 
Christo et ab A postolo traditum est. N ec meminimus, hoc apud nos aliquando 
cæpisse, cum semper istie observatum sit, ut Don nisi unam Dei ecclesiam nos- 
semus, et sanctum baptisma non nisi sanctre ecclesiæ computaremus. Firmil. 
ad CYl'r. Inter Cypr. Ep. 75. 
2 Plurimi simul eonvenientes in Iconio diligentissime tractavimus et con- 
firmavimus repudiandum esse omne am nino baptisma quod sit extra Ecclesiam 
constitutum. lb. 
3 Quem, [i. e. baptismum] quum rite non habeant, sine dubio non habent, 
nee capit numerari quod non habetur; ita nee possunt accipere quia non ha- 
bent. TERTULL. Dc bapt. c. 15. 
4 Vide Pame!. Annot. in TertuIJ. p. 650. ed. Col. Agripp. 1617. 
:I See Strom. lib. i. 
 19. P 375. ed. Potter. (p. 3Iï. ed. S;yl1mrg.) 
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sense and judgmeut than those who did make a claim 
which they could not substantiate. "The Roman Church," 
says 1\11'. Newman, "rested her doctrine simply on Apo- 
st
lical Tradition," i. e. what she chose to call so, being 
at most a supposed correct report of it by others; 
" which," he adds, " by itself might fairly be taken as a 
s1
fficiellt witness in such a point." No doubt the Roman 
Church is under great obligations to 1\11'. Newman for 
his favourable judgments of their reports of " Apostolical 
tradition;" and on the same ground he may add to these 
"Apostolical traditions" the worship of images, which 
Pope Adrian declared to the Second Nicene Council 
that the Church of Rome had received by tradition fi'om 
St. Peter. But Cyprian thought differently, and there- 
fore ventures to ask how this claim can be verified. 
\Vhence, saith he, is this tradition? Does it come from 
Scripture? For God tens us to do that which is written.! 
And he adds observations to which I shall have hereafter 
to call the attention of the reader, showing that he held 
that the Scripture only could certify us assuredly of what 
the Apostles had delivered; and that what they had there 
delivered was (as he supposed) opposed to the practice 
defended by Stephen. 
And Firmilian still more plainly ridicules this pretence 
of" Apostolical tradition." " That those," he says, U who 
are 
t Rome do not in all things observe those things which 
were delivered from the beginning, and in vain pretend tlte 
authority of tlte Apostle..., anyone may know from hence, 
that he may see that there are among them some differ- 
ences respecting the celebration of Easter, and respect- 
ing many other ordinances of divine worship, and that 
all things are not alike observed there as are observed 
at Jerusalem." 2 


I Un de cst ista traditio, &c. Cypr. Ep. 74. Ad Pomp. See the passage 
fully quoted ch. 10 below. 
2 Eos autem qui Romæ Bunt non ea in omnibus observare quæ sint ab ori- 
gine traùita et frustra Apostolorum auctoritatem prætendere, Bcire quis etiam 
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The diflercnce, then, between the two parties is just 
this; that Stephen, in the trne Romish spirit, 1101dly says, 
The custom which we observe was laid down by the 
Apostles in their oral teaching, and therefore ought to 
be observed; just as his successor Adrian said to the 
Second Nicene Council respecting the worship of images; 
while Cypriau and his party, while they maintain that 
the argument from antiquity is, as far as it goes, in fa- 
vour of their practice, ground its claim to Apostolicity 
upon Scripture as the chief and necN;sary and only sU'J"e 
evidence. And having Loth those witnesses (as they 
supposed) with them, they willingly leave Stephen awl 
his party to boast of their knowledge of the oral traditions 
of the Apostles, and Firmilian in particular tens him, it 
is vain for him to pretend to it. 
A more full and clear testimony (I would observe by 
the way) in favour of the view for which we contend, dum 
is here presented to us in the remarks of Cyprian and 
Firmilian, can hardly be conceived. 
But say our opponents ;-True, but this shows how the 
adoption of such a view leads to error, for Cyprian was 
here in the wrong. 1 
N ow in replying to this I will not stop to remark upon 
the invaJidity of this argument to decide between the 
principles upon which each acted, bnt I pass on to ask 
this question,- 'Yas Stepllen right? If not, then is tJJe 
argument of our opponents from this case in favoúr of 
their view completely overthrown; aye, and an aùditioual 
reason afforded us for discrediting sllch c1::1iIHS as tlwt 
made by Stephen. The Apostles, said SteplH'n 
nd the 
Church of Rome of his day, ordered that from wlwte-cer 
heresy anyone should come over to the church, such a con- 
vert should not be baptized, but only llave hands lai'! upou 


in lIe potest, quod circa celehrandos dies paschæ et drca multa alia ili\"inæ rci 
sacramenta videat esse apud iHos aliquas diversitatps, nee nhservari illic omnia 
æqualiter quæ Hierosolymis observantur. FIRlIfJL. Ep. ad C;ypr. Int. CY})r. 
Ep. i5. 
I See Newman's Lectul'es, p. 20,'}. 
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him. But what said the most f'minent Councils and 
Fathers on this subject afterwards? "As to those that be- 
come Paulianists," s
ith the Council of Nice, " and after- 
wards betake themselves to the Catholic Church, it. has 
already been decreed that they be by all means re-bap- 
tized." 1 "They that turn from the heresy of the Phry- 
gians," saith the Council of Laodicea, "are with great 
care to be catechised and baptized by the bishops and 
priests of the church, though they were among their 
clergy, and were reckoned of the first rank among 
them." 2 "Those," saith the Council of Constantinople, 
" who from among the heretics betake themselves to or- 
thodoxy and to the party of the saved, we receive accord- 
ing to the order and custom subjoined; viz. we receiye 
the Arians, 
Iacedonians, &c., anathematizing all heresy 
. . . . . and having anointed them with the sacred oint. 
ment we seal them, &c. . . . . The Eunomians, who are 
baptizpd only with one immersion, and the lVlontanists, 
who are here called Phrygians, and the Sabellians, who 
maintain the Father and Son to be the same . . . . and 
all other heretics, for there are many of them here. . . . all 
those of them who are willing to betake themselves to 
orthodoxy, we receive as we do the Greeks . . . we make 
them continue a long time in the church and hear the 
Scriptures, and then we baptize them." 3 
Similar directions are given in the 95th canon of the 
Sixth Council, (or the Trullan canons) the 8th canon of 
the Second Nicene Council, the 47th of the Apostoliral 
canons, anù the 1st and 47th of the canons of Basil. The 
opinion of Basil,4 indeed, is almost wholly in favour of 
the view taken by Cyprian and Firmilian, whom he mcn- 


I nEpl TClJII naVÀlallllTallTClJlI, EIT(.J ""PO(1(þVYOIITClJII T1] lCafJOÀIIC1] EICICÀ1]Ula, ópos 
EIC'TEfJElTal allußa7TTIÇEufJal (.J\J7"OVS E
(.J.".aIlTOs. Can. If). Vide. Biblioth J. C. 
Vet. ed. Voell. et Justell. tom. i. p. 34. 
2 Can. 8. lb. p. 50. 
3 Can. 7. lb. p. 511. 
4 See HA!SII.. Ep. aù Amphiloch. Ep. 1811. (Op. tom. iii. pp. 2Gn-ïO,) and 
Ep. 199. (ib. PI'. 
9'ì. 7.) 
,"OL. I. Z 
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tions by name in his first canon, and apparently as ap- 
proving their determinations even with respect to those 
baptized by schismatics, though as the custom was dif- 
ferent in different places, he holds it best that the custom 
of the place should be followed. And as to those bap- 
tized by heretics, he expressly says, " It has seemed good 
to the antients from tlze beginning, altogether to reject the 
baptism of heretics." 1 
And Athanasius pronounces even tbe baptism of the 
Arians as well as that of the 1\Tanichees, the Phrygians, 
and the Samosatenians to be " altogether useless and un- 
profitable." 2 'VhiIe the notion of Augustine (and which 
has been very prevalent in the 'Yestern Church since his 
time) seems to have been, that the baptism of heretics was 
not valid if not performed in the name of the Three 
Persons of the Trinity, hut that if so performed, it was 
valid, whatever sentiments they might hold. 3 
'Vhat now becomes of Stephen's "Apostolical tradi- 
tion," which, 1\lr. Newman tells us, " might by itself fair1y 
be taken as a sufficient witness in such a point 1" 
And yet this very case is brought by our opponents as 
a proof of the safety of being guided by " A postolical tra- 
dition," 1. e. some patristical report of it. 
Be it observed, also, that Augustine, though he main- 
tains that tlle custom he followed was derived from Apo- 
stolical tradition, maintains this upon grounds that are 
not trustworthy, and is evidently conscious that his cause 
needed better support. For he affirms this on two grounds, 
one, that it was a custom maintained by the universal 
church, 4 which is abundantly disproved by the facts and 
statements referred to above; the other, that a custom 


I Elìo
E TOIS E
 ClPX1jS TO P.EII TClJII aípETlKWII, [i. e. ßa'7l"'TIO'"p.<<] '7I"aJlTEÀClJS a6E- 
T1]O'"al. lb. p. 269. 
2 nall'TEÀWS KEIIOII Kal aÀVO'"ITEÀU. Orat. 2. contr. Arian. 
 42. p. 510. ed. Ben. 
And see 
 43.pp. 510, lL 
3 Aug. Cont. litt. Petil. lib. ii. 
 5i. tOTP. 9. col. 236. De unic. hapt. c. 3. 
ib. col. 529. 
4 De hapt. contr. Donat. lib. '-. c. 31. tom ix. col.l.1G. 
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the institntion of which could not UP traced to those who 
came after the Apostles ought to be considered Aposto- 
lical,l on which evidence of Apostolicity (not to say that 
it was just as applicable to the practice of Cyprian and 
his party, if we may believe them, as to the opposite prac- 
tice) Bishop Taylor justly remarks in the last work he 
wrote, "which in plain meaning is this, we find a custom 
in the church, and we know not whence it comes, and it 
is so in this as in many other things, and therefore, let us 
think the best and believe it came by tl"adition from the 
Apostles;" Q and again further on ;-" which kind of rule 
is something like what a witty gentleman said of an old 
man and an old woman in Ireland, that if they should agree 
to say that they were Adam and Eve, no man living could 
disprove them . . . This rule is hut a precarious pitiful 
presumption, since every antient custom that any succeed- 
ing age hath a mind to continue, may for the credit of it 
and the ignorance of the original, like new upstart gentle- 
men, be entitled to an honourable house. 'Everyone be- 
lieves the commandments of his ancestors to be traditions 
apostolical,' said 81. Jerome; and that these came in by 
private authority, and yet obtained a public name, we have 
competent warranty from Tertullian. (De cor. mil. c. 
4.) " 3 
In another part of the same work,4 Augustine has put 
these two requisites together, as forming jointly a suffi- 
cient proof of Apostolical tradition; in which case the 
whole argument drops at once from the want of universa- 
lity in the practice. 
Xor docs Augustine, while in his controversial zeal 
against the Donatists he opposes the sentiments of Cy- 


I IlIa consuetudo quam etiam tunc [i. e. tempore Cypriani] homincs sur- 
sum versus respicientes non videhant a posteriori bus institutam, recte ab 
Apostolis tradita creditur. De bapt. contr. Don. lib. iv. c. 6. tom. ix. co!. 126. 
2 Diss. from Popery, Pt. 2. 
 3. 'Yorks, vol. x. p. 433. 
3 Dissuasive from Popery, Pt. 2. 
 3. \\,r orks. x. 445. 
4 Quod universa tenet EccIesia nec conciliis institutum sed semper reten- 
turn est, non nisi auctoritate apostolica traditurn rectissime crcditur. De 
hapt. contr. Don. lih. iv. c. '24-. tom. ix. ('01. l-lO. 
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prian, and espouses the cause of his opponent Stephen, 
seem to remember that his own view was not the same 
as that of Stephen, and therefore that he must either 
give up Stephen too, or the apostolicity of his own prac- 
tice; and in all ways the apostolicity of his own practice 
was not only destitute of proof hut against evidence. 
It is manifest, also, that _\ugnstine himself felt the ne- 
cessity of supporting his canse by some better proofs, and 
by showing that Scripture was on his side. "Lest," 
saith he, " I should seem to treat the matter with lmman 
arguments, since the obscurity of lids question drove great 
men, in fonner times of the church, before the schism 
of Donatus, and men endued with much Christian clla- 
rity, episcopal Fathers, to differ from one another, &c. 
. . . . I produce from tlte Gospel certain proofs, by which, 
the Lord helping me, I prove how rightly and truly, 
according to the Divine will, it has been orJained," &c. 1 
And so it appeared to Bishop Taylor, who, after the 
olJservations quoteù above, adds, " But it seems hilll
elf 
was not sure that so little a foundation could carry so big 
a weight; he therefore plainly hath reconrse to Scripture 
in this question: '\Vllether is more pernicious, Dot to be 
baptized, or to be relJaptized, is hard to judge; neverthe- 
le
s, having recourse to the standard of our IJord, where 
the monuments of this are not estimated by human sense 
bllt by Divine authority, I find concerning each of them 
the sentence of our Lord' (Contr. Don. lib. iv. c. 14, &c., 
17 and 24), to wit in the Scriptures." 2 
And this reference to Scripture proof is repeated in 
many other parts of the same treatise. 
Are we to be told, then, that Cyprian erred because he 
rested upon the authorit.y of Scripture? 


I .Tam enim nf' vic1car hnmanis argumentis id a!! ere, quoniam qua stionis 
hujus obscuritas prioribus Ecclesiæ temporihus ante schi:oma Donati magnos 
viro,> et magna caritate præditos patres episcopos ita inter se compulit salm 
pace disceptare, &c. . . . . ex Evangelio profero certa documenta quibus 
Dumino adju\"ante dem'mstro quam recte placuerit et vere secundum Deum, 
&c. De bpt. cOlltr. Donat. Iih. i. c.7. tom. ix. cuI. 84. 
2 \V orks, vol. x. 1'. 1\ 3.. 


. 
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There is one more remark, also, which the considera- 
tion of this case suggests, viz. how little we can trust the 
reports given by many of the Fathers with respect to 
such matters. For in the case before us, we are told Ly 
Eusehius that Cyprian was the first to introduce the prac- 
tice he followed} N or are the statements of Augustine 
free froUl similar error.!Z But the l\Ionk of Lerins has, 
as usual, settled everything without hesitation to his own 
liking, and thus faithfully chronicles this matter. "This," 
saith he, " hath ever been usual in the church, that the 
more religious a man hath been, the more readily hath 
he al \Va ys resisted novel in ,rentions; exam pIes whereof 
every" here are plentiful, but for brevity's sake I will 
only make choice of some one, which shall be taken froUl 
the Apostolic See, Ly which all men may see most plainly 
with what force always, what zeal, what endeavour, the 
blessed succession of the blessed Apostles have defended 
the integrity of that religion which they once received. 
Therefore, in times past, Agrippinus, of veuerable me- 
mory, Bishop of Carthage, the first of all mortal men, 
m...intained this assertion against the divine Scripture, 
against the rule of tlte unirersal church, AGAINST THE .MIND 
OF ALL THE PRIESTS OF HIB TIl\IE, AGAINST TIlE CUSTOl\I 
AND TRADITION OF HIS FOREFATHERS, that reLaptization 
was to be practised. 'Yhich presumption of his procm'cd 
so grcat hurt to the church, that not only it gave all 
heretics a pattel.n of sacrilege, but also ministered occa- 
sion of error to some Catholics. "
hen, therefore, EVERY- 
WHERE ALL i\IEN exclaimed against the no'Celt!/ of tlte doc- 
trine, and all priests in all places, each onp according to ltis 
zeal did oppose, then Pope btcphen, of blessed memory, 
Bishop of the Apostolic See, rebisted, ill conl1llon indeed 
with the rest of his ft.lIow IJishops, but Jet more than the 
re
t, thinking it, as I suppose, reason so much to excel 


I npCAJTOr T(YTf; (or, TCAJJI TOTf;) KV'7I"plaJlor 71]r KaTa KapX1]BoJla 7r<<pOIKlar 7rOIP.1]JI. 
ouB' aÀÀCAJr 1] BI<< ÀOVTpOU 7rponpoJl T1]r 7rÀav1]r a7rOICa1h]p<<p.EJlour 7rpOC1If;C1fJal 1)f;IJI 
7}'Yf:170. El7SElI. JIi
t. Eccl. lib. \ ii. c. 3. 

 \ïdl' August. Dc "apt. l'ontr. Donat. lih. iv. c. fie tom. ix. co!. l
(ì. 
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all other in devotion towards the faith, as he was superior 
to them in authority of place. To conclude, in his Epis- 
tle, which then was sent to Africa, he decreed the same 
in these words; That nothing was to be innovated, but 
that which came by tradition ought to be observed. For 
that holy and prudent man knew well, that t.he nature of 
piety could admit nothing else, but only to deliver to our 
children all things with the same fidelity with which we 
received them of our forefathers, and that we ought to 
follow religion whither it doth lead us, and not to lead 
religion whither it pleases us; and that it is proper to 
Christian modesty and gravity not to leave unto posterity 
our own inventions, but to keep that which our prede- 
cessors left us. 'Vhat, therefore, was the end of that 
whole business? '''hat but that which is common and 
usual, to wit, antiquity 'lcas 'retained, novelty exploded. 
But perhaps that very inveution of novelty lacked patrons 
and defenders? To which I say, on the contrary, that it 
had such pregnant wits, such flow of eloquence, such 
number of defenders, such show of truth, such testimonies 
of divine Scripture, but understood evidently after a new 
and naughty fashion, that all that conspiracy and schism 
should have seemed unto me invincible, had not the sole 
cause of such turmoil, THE VERY PROFESSION ITSELF OF 
NOVELTY, so taken in hand, so defended, so recommended, 
left it without support. To conclude, what force had the 
councilor decree of Africa? By God's providence none, 
but all was abolished, disannulled, abrogated, as dreams, 
as fables, as superfluous. And, 0 strange change of the 
world! the authors of that opinion are judged to be 
catholics, but the followers of the same heretics; the 
masters discharged, the scholars condemned; the writers 
of those books shall be children of the kingdom, but !tell 
shall receÎTe their muintuiners. For who is so mad as to 
doubt but that that light of all saints, hishops and mar- 
tyrs, the most blessed Cyprian, with the rest of his com- 
panions, shall reign with Christ for ever? And contra- 
riwise, who is so wicked to deny that the 1J0natists, awl 
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such other pests, which vaunt that they do practise rebap- 
tization by the authority of that Council, slmll burn for 
ever with the devil ?" 1 
I leave this passage to the reader's reflections, only re- 
marking, that we have here very sufficient evidence how 
far this writer is to be trusted in his accounts, and also 
an exemplification of what his "all men everyu'here" 
practically means. 
The excuse of ignorance may be his; for, as Basil tells 
us, the 'Yestern church often neither knew the true state 
of affairs in the Eastern, nor went the way to learn it; 2 
but this is but a poor apology for one who professes to 
know what "everybody always everywhere" thought 
about the matter, and to ground his determinations 
thereon; and, indeed, cannot, after all, fully account for 
the statements he has here made; which I suppose no 
canùid mind can read but with disgust. 
(4) Even in points in which one might have expected 
" tradition" to bave preserved the truth for some time at 
least, we find it fail. 
Thus as to the duration of our Lord's public ministry, we 
are told by Clement of Alexandria that he preached only 
ulle year,:" and by Origen that he preached a year and a 
few Illonths:
 Irenæns, on the otller hand, shows how 
contrary this notion is to the te
tilllony of the Gospels 
themselves, uut with equal error asserts that our Lord was 
forty or fifty years olù at the time of his death, for which 
he refers to Sc,.ipture,5 and t/'aditiun, asserting that all the 
elders who had been acquainted with St. John in _lsia, 


1 Vinc. Lcr. Commonit. :; (j. I gi\'e it in the translation lately published 
at Oxford. 
2 Ovn Uf(l.(]1 'TCJJJI Trap' 7)P.W 'T7]1I CÛI.7]6Elall, OV'TE 'T7]1I JBoII lit 7)S all p.a1l6a1lOlEJI 
/(a'TalìE
:.OJl'Tal. DA!\IL. Ep. 239. ad Euseb. tom. iii. p. 3G8. cd. Ben. 
3 ElliavroJl P.OJlOII. Strom. lih. i. p. 40i. ed. Potter. And Bce other similar 
testimonies in the note of Potter on this place. 
· EIIlaV'TOII TrOV Kai p.7]lIas OÀi'YOVS ElìiBa
EII. Philocal. c. l. In his Commen- 
tary on Luke iv. hc makes the time one year. See Pottcr not. in Clem, AI. p. 
.Wi. - 
" Allv. hær. lih. ii. c. :!:!. CII. 1\).1",'. c. 
!J. cd. Grall. 
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testified that he had delivered this to them; some of 
whom had seen other _tpostJes, and heard the same ac- 
count from them. 1 I do not understand, therefore, what 
1\11'. Newman can mean when he tells us that this state- 
ment of Irenæus is one of the things which "improperly 
go by the name of traditions," and "make out no claim to 
be considered Apostolical." 2 
And were we to proceeù to a general review of the 
rites and customs of the church, we should find many in- 
stances of cJaims maùe by various Fathers to the sanction 
of Apo::;tolical tradition for rites and customs which no 
one in the present day would affirm were ordained by the 
Apostles; a:;, far illstance, the trine immersion in baptism, 
which Athanasius, Jerome, Augustine, and Ambrose, all 
call an apo
tolical tradition. 3 
So that even ill matters of fact, and ecclesiastical rites 
and ordillances, we find the Fathers that remain to us very 
insufficient witnesses to assure us of what is or is not an 
Apostolical tradition. A fortiori, then, is their testimony 
insufficient in doctrinal points, w here the liability to mis- 
apprehension and mistake i:, so much greater. 
There is one remark, however, which I would here 
make to prevent being misunùerstood, viz. that I am not 
here questioning the competency or fidelity of the Fathers 
as witnesses to those facts and practices of which they 
were themselves cognizant; or the value of their testimony 
in these matters. Thus, for instance, their testimony to 
Episcopacy, infant baptism and the oùservance of the 
Lord's day, as usages in force in their time, is invaluable 


I naVTES 01 71'PE(TßVTEpOL p.apTVpOUf1W, 01 ICaTa T7]V A(nav ICdavv'I1 TCd 'TaU Kuplou 
,...a8'11T7] f1v,...ßeßÀ7]KOTES, 71'apaÕEÕCdICEval 'TaUTa 'TOV ICdaJlJl7]v. napEp.ElvE -yap aUTOIS 
p.expi 'TCdV Tpaiavou XpOVCdV. Quidam autcm corum non solum J oannem sed 
d alios Apostolos virlerunt, <,t hæc eadem ab ipsis audierunt, et testantur de 
Jll
jusmodi relatione. lb. The Greek is preserved by Euseb. H. E. lib. iii. 
c. 
3. 
2 P. 203. 
3 Another instancc may be scen in Epiphan. IIær. 28. 
 Ii. tom. 1. p. 114. 
0:1 whid! see the remarJ.s of \Vhithy in his Comm. on 1 CO,". xv. 
9. 
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as giving us an important confirmation of the correctness 
of our interpretation of those passages of Scripture which 
show us the apostolicity of those usages. 
But that we have any patristical testimony which of_ 
itself is sufficient to assure us what was the oral teaching 
of the Apostles, either in a matter of doctrine or practice, 
we altogether deny.1 
,V hen taunted therefore, as our opponents sometimes 
seem inclined to taunt us, with despising "Apostolical 
traditions," we say with their own chosen witness, Bishop 
l
atrick, "This is a downright calumny; for we have ever 
owned that ApostoZical traditions, if we knew where to .find 
them in any place but tlte Bible, are to be receive<.l and 
followe<.l, if delivered by t]lem as of necessary obligation. 
BUT WE DO LIKEWISE SAY, THAT WE KNOW NO SUCH TRA- 
DITIONS." (Answ. to Touchst. p. 27.) 


l\Ioreover as the sanction of Apostolical tradition was 
thus groundlessly pleaded by some of the Fathers in 
f.'ìvour of various points, so also is their testimony not 
fully to be depended upon when claiming, as they not 
unfi'equently do; the sanction of the church. 
'Ve have already seen in a former p:lge how Origen's 
I'redilectiolls influenced him in this respect, and that ac- 
cor<.ling to Jerome he made his own fancies mysteries of 
tlte church. 2 
And the reader of the Fathers will find this to be con- 

talltly the case. 'Their own vie\\s are often unhesitatingly 
!oÖtamped by them with the authority of" the church," when 


1 The degrce of deference due to the rites and customs of the primitive 
church is a question which it would he out of place to discuss here, but I 
woulù observe that the rcmarks made above must not be taken as denying 
that they have a claim upon our rehpcct and regard. Of him who claims 
more than this in their behalf I \\ ould a:"k, how it is that all parties have for 
ages givcn up many that werc estccmed of necessary ohscn-ation in the pri- 
mitive church, as, for instance. standing at puhlic pra;yers on Sundays, and 
trom Easter to 'Vhit"untide, ordered by the Council of 1'\ icc, of the nOll- 
ohhcrvance of which Tertullian saJ 8, mias ducimlls. (Dc Cor. c. :\.) But 011 
this subjcct wc shall hil\e to sl'eaJ.. more at large Ill'r,,'aftcr. (Sce chapt. 8.) 
2 See p. 
;\
 aho\'l'. 
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to impartial observers it is evident that such a claim is 
wholly unfounded. 
Thus Jerome, in more than one place,2 maintains it to 
be the doctrine of the church that the souls of infants are 
created by God, and transfused into them before their 
birth; and he is exceedingly indignant at Ruffinus for 
venturing to express a doubt on the matter, and to say 
that though he had read much on the subject on all sides, 
he still felt ignorant as to the origin of the soul. "Do 
you wonder," saith he, "that the reproaches of the bre- 
thren are raised against you, when you declare that you 
are ignorant of that which the Churcltes of Christ profess 
to know?" :3 And what makes this more remarkable is, 
that he admits elsewhere tbat Tertullian, Apollinaris, and 
the greatest part of the 1Vestern ecclesiastics maintained that 
the soul was ex traduce. 4 


2 Cain et Abe], primi ex primis hominiùus, unde habuere animas? Omne 
ù.ein{'eps humanum genus quibus animarum censetur exordiis? Utrum ex 
traùuce juxta bruta allimalia, ut quomodo corpus ex corpore sic anima gene- 
ret.ur ex anima? An rationabiles creaturæ desiùerio corporum paulatim ad 
terram delapsæ, noyissjme etiam humanis ilIigatæ corporibus sint ? An certe, 
quod ecclesiasticum est, secundum eloquia Sal\'atoris, Pater meus usque modo 
operatur, et ego operor. [J o. 5. 17,] et iIlmllsaiæ [? Zech. xii. 1.] Qui format 
!>piritum hominis in ipso; et in Psalmis, Qui fingit per singulos corda eorum 
[Ps. xxxii. 15], quotidie DeusfabricatuT animas. Ad Pammach. adv. error, 
.foh. Hierosol. 9 22. tom. ii. c. 4?7. ed. Van. \Ten. Ep. 38. tom. h o . p. 2. co1. 
318. ed. Ben.-Quæris a me quid ipse de animabus sentiam; ut cum pro
 
fessus fuero statim invadas. Et si dixero illud ecclesiasticum, Quotidie Deus 
operatur animas, et in corpore eas mittit nascentium, illico magistri tendiculas 
prof eras, et, Ubi est justitia Dei ut de aduIterio incæstuque nascentibus animas 
largiatur? Adv. Ruffin. lib. iii. 
 28. tom. ii. c. 557, ed. Vall. Ven. tom. iv. 
p. 2. co1. 464:. ed. Ben. 
3 l\liraris si contra te fratrum scandala concitentur, quum id nescire te 
jures quod Christi Ecclesiæ se nosse fateantur ? Adv. Ruffin. lib. ii. 
 10. 
tom. ii. c. 500. cd. van. Ven. tom. iv. p. 2. coI. 399. ed. Ben. 
4 Super animæ statu memini vestræ quæstiunculæ, immo maximæ ecclcsi- 
asticæ quæstionis, Utrum tapsa de cælo sit, ut Pythagoras philosophus, 
omnesque Platonici et Origines putant, an a propria Dei substantia, ut Stoici 
l'tlanichæus et Hispana Priscilliani hæresis suspicantur. au in thesauro habe- 
antur Dei olim conditæ, ut quidam eec1esiastici stuIta persuasione confidunt; 
an quotidie a Deo fiant et mittantur in corpora sccundum ilIud quod in E\an- 
gclio scril)tum ebt, , Patcr mcns usque modo operatur et ego oJ}eror.' an 



NO DIVINE INFOUMANT. 


347 


The same assertion, however, was made by Theodoret 
and by Gennadius. 
Thus Theodoret says,-" The church . . . . believing 
the Divine Scripture, affirms t.hat the soul is created to- 
gether with the body, not having its origin from man, but 
brought into existence after the formation of the body by 
the win of the Creator." 1 
And Gennadius reckons it among the doctrines of the 
church, that the souls of men are not derived from their 
parents, but that the body only is thus propagated, and 
that after the formation of the body the soul is created by 
God and infused into it before the birth. 2 
But that this claim to the sanction of tlte church for this 
doctrine was wholIy unfounded we have abundant proof. 
For Origen expressly teHs us, as we have already seen,3 
that with respect to the origin of the soul there was no 
dear testimony preserved in the church. This also clearly 
follows from the words of Jerome himself in the last of 
the passages we have q noted from him above. 
Augustine openly professes that he could not make up 


ccrtc ex traduce, ut'l'ertullianus, Apollinaris, et maxima pars OccidentaIium 
autumant. ut quomodo corpus ex corpore sic anima nascatur ex anima, et 
simili cum brutis animantibus conditione subsistat. Super quo quid mihi 
videretur, in opusculis contra Ruffinum Bcripsisse me novi, ð..c. Hieron. Ep. ad 
l\Iarcell. et AnaJ,sych. Ep. 126. ed. Vall. Ven. Inter August. Ep. 16,). Ope 
Aug. tom. 2. cot 582. 
1 'H Bf EIeIeÀ7}ula . . . 'T7} Ofla 7rfIOOP.fJl7} j'pacþ7} Àfj'fl, 'T7}JI IfUX7}JI UWB7}}J.wup- 
j'fIU(JU.1 'T(.r) (J(.r)J.W.'TI, OUIe fie 'T7}S ÓÀ7}S 'TOU U7rfp}J.a'TOS fXOUUWI 'T7}S B7}}J.loupj'las 'TaS 
acþop}J.as, CÛI.Àu. 'T7} {30UJl.7}Ufl 'TOU TIOt7}'TOU p.f'Ta 'T7}11 'TOU (J(.r)p.a'TOS (JUlItU'Ta}J.f- 
Jl7}JI Bta7rJl.CUTIJI. Theodoret. IIæret. Fab.lib. v. c. 9. tom. iv. pp. 413, 14. ed. 
Schulze. 
2 Animas hominum non er.se ab initio inter ceteras intellectuales naturas nee- 
simul creatas, sicut Origines fingit. neque cum corporihus per coitllm semi- 
natas sicut Luciferiani et Cyrillus et aliqui Latinorum præsumtores affirmant, 
quasi uaturæ consequentiam scrvantes. Sed dicimus creationem animæ solum 
Creatorcm omnium nosse, et corpus tantll1n per conjugii copulam seminar;. 
Dei \ cro judicio coagulari in \ ulva et compingi atque formari. ac formato jam 
corpore animam crear; et infundi, ut vÍ\at in utero homo ex anima constans 
et corpore, et egtediatnr vivus ex utero l'lenus humana substantia. Gennad 
Dc eccles. dogmat. c. 14. InterOp. AUgUbt. tom. H. app. co!. ii. 
3 See }'. 2:!9 ahoH'. 



348 


PATRISTICAL TRADITIO
 


his mind in tbe matter,l and is evidently disinc1ined to 
the reception of the opinion advocated by Jerome, since 
in his letter to him, adverting to the passages we have 
quoted from him above, he asks him how his opinion can 
be reconciled with the doctrine of original sin; Q and in 
his last work (The Retractations) he repeats the expres: 
sion of his doubt in the matter, remarking that "with 
respect to the origin of the soul, how it becomes united to 
the bod)?, whether it springs from that one which was 
first created, when man was made a living soul, or 
whether the souls of all are created alike, neither did I 
then [i. e. when he wrote his book" Contra Academicos"J 
know, nor do I yet know." 3 And again, alluding to his 
letter of inquiry on the subject to Jerome, he tells us that 
Jerome replied that he !tad not leisure to answer it, which 
had induced him not to publish his letter to Jerome until 
after Jerome's death, but that he then published the letter 
" for this purpose, that the reader mi3ht be aùmonished 
either nvt to inquire at all how the soul was given to those 
who \iere born, or at any rate to admit on a most obscure 
point such a solution of the question as should not be op- 
posed to things which are most clear, which tlte catlwlic 
faith maintains concerning original sin in the indubitable 
damnation of infants unless they are regenerated in 
Christ." 4 
And, lastly, this division of opinion among the Fathers 


I August. Ep. 166. Ad. Hieron. tom. ii. co!. 583 et .seq., and Ep. 190. Ad 
Optat. ib. co1 700 et seq. 
2 Ep. 166. Ad Hieron. 
 10. tom. ii. eo!. 587. 
3 Quod attinet ad ejl1s [i. e. animiJ originem, qua fit ut sit in eorpore, 
utrum de illo uno sit, qui primum creatus est, quanùo fh.ctus est homo in 
animam vivam, an similiter ita fiant singulis singuli, nee tune Bciebam nee 
adhue seio. Retract. lib. i. e. 1. tom. i. eol. 4, 5. 
4 Ad hoe edidi, ut qui legitadmoneatural1t non quærereomnino quomodo de- 
tur anima naseentibus, aut certe de re obscurissima eam solutionem quæstionis 
hujus admittere quæ eontraria non sit apertissimis rebus, quas de originali pec- 
cato fides eatholiea novit in parvulis nisi regenerentur in Christo sine dubita- 
tione damnamlis. Retract. lib. ii. c. 45. tom. i. col. 57. 
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on this point is particularly noted by Gregory the Great, 
and the question admitted to be one which could not be 
determined. 1 
Before I pass on, I would point the reader's attention to 
a remark of Augustine in the passage just quoted, as 
another illustration of what we are IlOW endeavouring to 
prove, viz. that in which he says that it was "the catholic 
faith" that unbaptized infants were indubitably lost. 
Nothing can more fully show how unhesitatingly the 
sanction of "the church," and "the catholic faith," was 
clailned by the Fathers for doctrines which had no pre- 
tence to such a distinction. It is here claimed by Au- 
gustine in a case where he is strongly accused by many 
of being himself the father of the doctrine. 2 
So again it is reckoned by Gennadius among the doc- 
trines of the church, thàt "nothing is to be believed to 
he by nature incorporeal and invisible, but God alone, 
that is, Father, Son, and Holy Spirit . . . . Every crea- 
ture is corporeal, the angels and all the heavenly powers 
are corporeal, although not of a fleshly subsistence." 3 
And the same is asserted by John, Bishop of Thessalonica, 
who says, " The Cat/wiic church acknowlf'dges them [i. e. 
tbe angels] to be beings of an intellectual nature, not in- 
deed altogether incorporeal and invisible, but having 
hodies of a subtile texture, and airy or fiery, according to 


I De origine animæ inter sanctos Patres requisitio non parva versata est. 
sed utrum ipsa ab Adam descenderit, an certe singulis detur, incertum remansit. 
eamque in hac vita insolubilem fassi sunt es:sc quæstionem. Gra\is enim est 
quæstio, nec valet ab homine comprehendi ; quia si de Adam substantia anima 
cum carne na!
citur, cur non ctiam cum carne moritur? Si vero cum carne non 
nascitur, cur in ea carne quæ de Adam prolata est ohligata peccatis tenetur? Seù 
cum hoc sit incertum, illud incertum non est, quia nisi Bacci baptismatis gratia 
fuerit renatus homo, omnis anima originalis peccati vinculis est obstricta. GREG. 
l\IAG:\'. Epist. lib. ix. indict.:? Ep. 52. tom. ii. col. 970. ed. Par. li05. 

 See mellOp Taylor's Lih. of Proph. 
 8, &c. 
3 Nihil incorporcum et invisibile natura credendum,nisi solum Deum, id est, 
Pat rem et I'llium et Spiritum Sanctum. . . .. Creatura omnia corporea est. 
angcli et omnes cælestes virtutes corporeæ, licet non carne subsistanL nEN_ 
NAD. De ecclcs. ùO(,'1l1at. cc. II, I:? Inter. Ope Aug. tom. viii. app. cuI. 7ï. 
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that which is written, 'who maketh his angels spirits, his 
ministers a flame of fire.' "1 
But this certainly was not the doctrine of tlte clwrcll, 
for the contrary is distinctly maintained by Chrysostom, 
Theodoret, Gregory N yssen, and many others. 2 
Thus Chrysostom speaks of the angels as being incor- 
poreal. 3 And Theodoret says,-" 'Ve know that the 
angels are of an incorporeal nature, but they assume ap- 
pearances for the benefit of the beholders." 4 And again, 
-" Their natures are not seen, for they are incorporeal ;" 
and after adding that they assume various appearances 
for the sake of those to whom they appear, he observes, 
" but they are not of various forms, but as intellectual 
natures are incorporeal, but as need may require their 
Lord clothes them with certain forms to appear in." 5 
And Gregory N yssen speaks of the angels as having" an 
incorporeal nature," 6 and being "incorporeal and im- 
materia!." 7 
Thus, also, Gennadius reckons it as a doctrine of the 
church, that the angels and all the heavenly powers were 
made when the darkness yet covereù the waters. 8 But, 
as we have already seen, Origen tells us that when and 


1 NOfiPOVS P.fiJl allTovs 7] /CafJoAUC7] E/C/CA7]Uta 'YtJlWU/Cfit, OV p.7jJl a.crwp.aTovs 7!'aJl7'7] 
/Cat aopaTovs, &s ðP.fitS oE 'EAÀfIJlfiS tþaTfi, Afi7!'TOuwp.aTovs Õfi /Cat afipwBfitS 7] 7!'VPW- 
BfitS, /Ca:ra TO 'Yfi'Ypap.p.fiJlOJl, b 7!'OtWJl TOVS aYYfiAovs allTov 7!'Jlfivp.aTa, /Cat TOVS Afit- 
TOVP'YOVS aurov 7!'VP tþAfi'YOJl. JOHANN. THESSALONIC. cit. in ConcÏl. Nic. 20. 
Act. 5. Concil. tom. vii. col. 353. ed. Paris. 1611. 
2 See the notes of Elmenhorst on Gennadius. cc. II, 12. 
3 Chrysostom. In Gen. homo 22, 
 2. tom. iv. p. 195. ed. Ben. 
4 Auwp.aTov B' ðp.ws tUP.fiJl TWJI a'Y'YfiAWJl T7]V tþVUtV. uX7]p.aT&
ovut Bfi Tas m/tfitS 
7!'pOS TO XfY1/utP.OJl 'TWJI ðpwJlTWJI. THEODORET. In Dan. xii. 1. tom. iL p. 1298. 
ed. Schulze. 
5 'OpWJlTat Ôfi allTWJI OVX aE cþVUfitS' auwp.aTOt 'Yap allTat . . . OV 7!'OAVP.OPCÞOt 
Ôfi. aAA' auwp.aTOt aE JlO7]Tat tþVUfitS, 7!'pOS Bfi TO )(P7]UtP.OJl b TOIlTWJI AfiU7rcrr1}S 
UX7]p.aT&
fit 'Tas fJfiWptas. In Zech. c. i. ver. 8-11. tom. ii. pp 1597, 8. See 
also his Quæst. in Gen. q.47. tom. i. p. 58. 
6 TWJI T7]JI auwp.aTOJl fitA7]X07WtI cþvow. GREG. N yss. De ,'ita l\Iosis. tom i. 
p. 195. ed. 1615. 
7 Auwp.aTOS Tfi /Cat aVAOS WJl. ID. De pauper. amand, ib. p. 884. 
8 Cum adhuc tenebræ ipsam aquam oceultarent. et aquam terra abscon- 
deret, facti sunt angeli et Oßlnes cælestes virtutes. GEN:'\AD. De ecdes. dogm. 
c. ] o. Int. Ope A ugustini, tom. 8. App. col. 71. 
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how the angels were created, is a point not clearly mani- 
fested in the teaching of the church.! And so say others. 2 
l\Iany other of th(' doctrines attributed by Gennadius 
to tlze church, are equally destitute of such authority. 
Innumerable examples of such unfounded claims might 
be adduced from the Fathers. But these are amply suf- 
ficient for our purpose; viz., to show how little we can 
depend upon such claims in themselves. 
N or must we fail to recollect, that such claims were 
equally made by the heretics and by Eu"ebius (as we shall 
sllOw presently 3,) in favour of unorthodox doctrine, even 
on the highest points of faith. 'Vhatever was maintained 
was sure to be described by its supporters as the doctrine 
of the holy CathoJic Church. 
'Ve have thus considered the writings of the Fathers in 
aU the three points of view under which their authors 
appear; viz., as private teachers, as witnesses of what 
they professed to derive by successional delivery from the 
Apostles, and as witnesses of what they claimed to be 
considered the belief of" the church;" and we have found 
that, in all these characters, they oppose anù contradict 
one another on various important points; and therefore 
that no such consent existed in the nominal primitive 
church as our opponents suppose. 


LastJy, it must be added, that neither did the determi- 
nations of the Fathers, when assembled together in Coun- 
cils, even the largest and most general which the churcI1 
has ever seen, agree together. 
For the proof of this, we have not far to seek. In Jess 
than twenty-five years after the meeting of the first Coun- 
cil which had any pretension to be called a General Coun- 
cil-namely, the first :Kicene,-the orthodox creed there 
estahJished, was contraJicted (as we have already ob- 
served) Ly a far more numerous assembly of bishops, 
which met for the 'Yestern Church at .Ariminum, and 


I See p. 2
9 above. 
2 See the notes of Elmenhofi;t on Gennnd. c. 10. 


a See 
 7. below. 
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for the Eastern at Seleucia; and of which Bishop Stil- 
lingfleet says, "The Council of Ariminum, together with 
that of Seleucia, which sat at the same time, make up tile 
most General Council we read of ill Church History. For 
llellarmine owns that there were six hundred bishops in 
the 'Vestern part of it. So that there were many more 
bishops assembled, than were in the Council of Nice; 
there was no exception against the summons, or the 
bishops present." 1 
And this discrepancy between the two is (as we have 
already observed) noticed and admitted by Augustine, as 
rendering it useless to refer to either as an authority in 
the point in dispute. 
To speak of the motives which actuated, or the influ- 
ence brought to bear up<?n, one or the other of these as- 
semblies, as accounting for their determination, is quite 
beside the mark; or rather is an additional proof how little 
such assemblies can be relied upon. 
Again, another proof of this is afforded us, in the con- 
tradictory determinations of the Second Council of Ephe- 
sus in 449 anù the Council of Chalcedon (called the fourth 
General Council) in 451. It is a well-known fact, that 
the great question upon which both these Councils were 
assembled, that relating to the Eut)'chian error respect- 
ing the person of Christ, was determined by them in a 
precisely opposite manner; and the leading advocate of 
each opinion punished and sent into exile by these Coun- 
cils respectively; Flavianus by that of Ephesus, Dios- 
corus by that of Chalceùon. 
N or can the force of this example be taken off by tlw 
plea which Jms been llrgeù by some of the Romanists, that 
the latter was a General Council, but the former not so. 
For this is not the case, as has been already shown by 
Bishops J ewell 2 and Stillingfleet 3 (our opponents' own 
witnesses). 


I Vindication of the Answer to some late Papers. pp. 53, 4. 
See his Letters to Dr. Cole in his 'V orks, pp. 34, 5. 
3 Vindication of A nswer to Papers, p. M. 
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It was summoned as the other æcumenical Councils 
were, and in all respects as to the presence of patriarchs, 
and the number of bishops, and such matters, had as good 
a right to be considered a General Council, as almost any 
of those that are so called. 
This Council is cited by Bishop Jewell as a proof that 
General Councils may err; and he remarks to his Romish 
adversary, "'Yhere ye say, ye could never yet find the 
error of one General Council, I trow this escaped you for 
default of memory. AJbertus Pigghius, the greatest 
learned man of your side, hath found out such errors to 
our hands, namely, in his book that he calleth Ecclesias- 
tica I-lierarcllÏa. Speaking of the Second Council holden 
at Ephesus, which ye cannot deny but it 'Was gene1.al, and 
yet took part with the heretic Abbot Eutyches against 
the godly man Flavianus, he l\riteth thus, Concilia ulli- 
1"ersalia etiam congregattl lpgiti1lle ut bene ita perperam in- 
juste impieque judicare ac dPjinire possllnt ; that is, General 
Councils, yea even such a
 be lawfully summoned, as they 
may conclude things well, so may they likewise judge 
and determine things rashly, unjustly, and wickedly." 
And when his adversary accused Pigghius of error in 
this, and denied that it was a General Council, he replies, 
-" Theodosius the emperor that summoned the bishops 
together, as it may appear by his words, took it to be ge- 
neral. For thus he writeth to the Council; Cogitantes 
non ('sse tfitum absque 1.'('strfl sancta Synodo et ubique sanc- 
tarum Ecclesiarllm præsuliblls, lllÿusmodi 'lllæstionem de fide 
T('nrJUlri necessarium dll.'âmlls vestralll sanctitatem convrnire. 
These words, Sanctarlllll Ecclesiarwll qllæ ubiqlle sllnt, im- 
port a generality of all churches through the world. 
Further, there was the Emperor's authority, the Bishop 
of Home's Legate, which, as some men think, maketh up 
all together; and other bishops of alJ nations. And how 
could such a Council not be general 1" And having 
shown that both Eutyches and Dioscorns spoke of this a
 
a General [zlIlirersali] Council, he adds,-" But if perhaps 
ye doubt of these worrl'3, hecanse the one was Entyches 
"OL. I. -\ A 
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the other was Dioscorus, by whom they were spoken, 
(1wwbeit notwithstanding they were heretics, yet couId 
they not lightly make an open lie in a matter that was so 
evident,) then read ye the old father Liberatus, that. was 
Arclddiaconus Cartlwginensis, and lived under Vigilius, 
Bisnop of Rome, at the least a thousand years ago, and 
writeth the very story of this Council: his words be these, 
Fit Ephesi generale concilillm ad quod convenerunt Fla- 
'l"lanus et E'lltyches tanquam judicandi. There is appointed, 
saith Ile, at Ephesus a General Council, in the which 
Flavianus and Eutyches made their appearance as men 
standing to be judged." 1 
This extract from Bishop J ewelJ, may, I hope, serve 
not only to show that wIlat are called General Councils 
are no final and binding authority in themselves, hut that 
such also was the opinion of our Reformers; and thus 
abate the pretensions of some among us, who seem de- 
sirous of identifying their recpption of what are called the 
first four General Councils, with an acknowledgment of 
an intrinsic binding authority in them over the con- 
sciences of men. 
'Yhat, then, is the ground upon which this Council is 
denied the title of General? Because of its violence, for- 
sooth. A sufficiently disgraceful charge, certainly, against 
an assembly of Christian bishops met together for the pro- 
motion of the faith of Christ. But is it possible that any 
one who acknowledges the first Ephesine Council to be a 
General Council, can deny that appellation to the second, 
because of its violence? N ever, perhaps, was there ex- 
hibited in the church a worse specimen of indecent haste, 
party spirit, tumult and violence, than in the first Council 
at Ephesus, called the third General Council, where the 
party attached to Cyril had not even the decency to wait 
till the arrival of the Eastern JJishops. Noone can read 
the account of its proceedings without feeling that the 
truth owes nothing to it, but the disgrace of lJaving been 
so supported. And yet this assembly, because its deter- 
1 Letter to Dr. Cole in \V ork!l, pp. R4, .Î. 
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mination happened to be in favour of orthodoxy, is to he 
dignified as holy,and venerable, and sacred, and æCZlmentclll, 
(to which last title, by the way, it could have had no }Jre- 
tensions, whatever its conduct had heen.) while another 
called in the same way, and precisely of the same kind, 
is to be dismissed at once, on account of a similar spirit 
having been displayed in it, as a paltry Synod that met in 
a corner, of which no account is to be made. 
ome men 
seem to think that they can change the nature of things, 
hy imposing certain names on them; and the truth is, that 
with the majority of men who 'will not give themselves 
the trouble to think and examine, especially in religion, 
names are often taken in the place of 1'ealities; and to this 
the Romanists and our opponents owe nine-tenths of the 
success they have met with. 
To the above instances of the variety of sentiment that 
prevailed in the antient church even on the most im- 
portant points, it would be easy to add, hut the task is a 
melancholy and ungrateful one. I have produced amply 
sufficient proof that the notion of our opponents, that 
there is to be found in the writings of the early Fathers a 
cOllselltient delivery of the faith, derived from the Ol'a 1 
teaching of the Apostles, fnlJer than what is clearly and 
plainly delivered in the Scriptures, is a dream which a 
very little acquaintance with the writings of the Fathers 
will at once put an end to. ]\'l y object, therefore, is 
answered. "For" (to use the words of one of our oppo- 
nents' best and most learned witnesses, Bishop Jeremy 
Taylor) " if I should inquire into the particular proba- 
tions of this article [i. e. " the inconsistencies of the 
Fathers"] I must do to them as I should be forced to do 
now, if any man should say that the writings of the 
schoolmen were excellent argument awl authority to 
determine men'
 persuasions. I must consider their 
writings, amI observe their dcfhilances, their contradic- 
tious, the weakue
s of their argllllleuts, the misallega- 
tious of Scripture, thcir inconseqnent deductions, their 
false opinions, and all the weakllc;:>
cs of humanity, aud 
.\ .\ 2 



356 


J>ATI1I8TW \f, TRADITION 


the failings of their persons, which no good lllan is 
willing to do, unless !te be compelled to it by a pretence t!tat 
tltey are infalliblp, or that they are fonowed by men evelJ 
into errors or impiety. And, therefore, since there is 
enough in the former instances to cure any such misper- 
suasion and prejudice, I "viII instance in the innumerable 
particularities that might persuade us to keep our liberty 
entire, or to use it discreetly. For it is not to be denied, 
but that great advantages are to be maùe by their writings, 
and p7'obabile ('st quod omnibus, quod pluribus, quod sapien- 
tilms videtur; if one wise man says a thing, it is an argu- 
ment to me to believe it in its degree of probation; that 
is, proportionable to snch an assent as the authority 
of a wise lUan can produce, and when there is nothing 
against it that is greater; and so in proportion, higher 
and higher, as more wise men, such as the old doctors 
were, do affirm it. But that 'which I complain of is, that 
we look npon wise lllell that lived long ago with so much 
veneration and mistake, that we reverence them, not for 
having been wise men, but that they lived long since." 1 


To these direct proofs, that there is no such consent as 
our opponents suppose in the writings of the early Fa- 
thers, we may add very strong collateral evidence. 
\Ve have this first in the statements of some of the best 
authors, both among the Protestants and the Romanists. 
to this effect. Thus, for instance, Gregory de Valentia 
:-ays,-" It must be confessed that it can rarely happen 
that we can sufficiently know ,,,hat was the opinion of 
an the doctors." 2 Benarmine is forced constantly to ac- 
knowledge their disagreement on important points. 3 
Huetius and Petavius, two of the most learned of the 
moderns in such matters, so far from dreaming of snch 
conseut, accuse many of the Fathers of error on the most 


I Lib. of proph. Sect. yiii. 
 3. 
2 Fatendum e:"t raro accidere pO"8e, ut qt 1 æ sit doctorum omnium &c. de 
rcligione sententia satis coglloscatUl". Greg. Val. tom. iii. d. Trad. p. 3ii. A." 
quoted hy Bp. 'Vhite, in his Answer to the' .T (..;uit, p. 12]. 
J S('(O hi.
 fI ork De ('ontIOY('r
ii"" J u.<silll. 
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important points. And our uwn Dr. Cave agrees with 
them herein, as we have already seen. Our learned 
Uishop 'Y hite, in lJis Answer to the Jesuit Fisher, says,- 
" 'Vbereas the Jesuit compareth unanimous tradition 
of the sense of Scripture with the written letter and text 
of the Scripture, unless he equivocate in the name, term- 
ing that tradition which is coIlected from the 8cripture, 
such uniform tradition as he boasteth of is very rare, for 
it must be such as in aU ages, and in an ortllOdoxal 
churches, bath been the same. Now tlte most undoubted 
and uniform tradition of all otllt'r, is concerning the num- 
ber and integrity of the books of Holy Scripture, and yet 
in tltis difference ltatll, been between one church and 
another. (Euseb. Hist. Eccl. lib. ii. c. 23. and lib. iii. 
c. 3. and 22.)" 1 And so still more clearly speaks the 
able prelate recently quoted, wholll ou)" opponents, drawn 
by his great name, would fain persuade us is on their 
side of the question, I mean Bishop Jeremy Taylor. 
" Since nothing," he says, "can require our supreme 
assent but that which is truly catholic and apostolic, and 
to such a tradition is required, as Irenæus says, the con- 
sent of all those churches which the Apostles planted, 
and where they did preside, this topic will be of so little 
use in judging heresies, that (besides \VIlat is deposited in 
Hcripture) it cannot be proved in anything but in the 
canon of Scripture itself; and, as it is now receiveù, even 
in that there is some variety." . . . "There is scarce 
anything but what is written in Scripture that can, wit.h 
any confidence of argument, pretend to derive from the 
..\postles, except rituals and manners of ministration; 
but no doctrines or speculative mysteries are so trans- 
mitted to us by so clear a current, that we may see a 
visible channel, and trace it to the primitive fountains." 
" Either for the difficulty of their being proved, the in- 
competency of the te
timony that transmits them, or the 
indifferency of the thing transmitted, all traùitions, both 
ritual and doctrinal, are disabled ii.om determining om. 
I ßr. Whitc'
 Ueply to the Jesuit Fisher, pp. l
i, .';. 
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consciences either to a necessary believing or obeying," I 
.And speaking of the " inconsistencies of the Father
," 
having shown, in the case of Augustine, that there could 
be no innate authority in tlle writings even of such a 
Father, he adds, " The same I say of any company of them; 
I say not so of all of them; it is to no purpose to say it, 
for THERE IS NO QUESTION THIS DAY IN CONTESTATION IN 
THE EXPLICATION OF WHICH ALL THE OJ,D WRITERS DID 
CONSENT. In the assignation of the canon of Scripture 
they never did consent for six hundred years together; 
and then by that time the bishops had agreed indifferently 
well, and but indifferently, upon that, they fell out in 
twenty more; and except it be in the Apostles' creed and 
articles of such nature, there is nothing which may, with 
any colour, be called a consent, much less tradition uni- 
vcrsal."2 And as to 1\lr. Keble's notion, that Bishop 
Taylor afterwards changed his mind on this matter, I 
shall show hereafter,3 from the very last work he wrote, 
that there is not the slightest foundation for the idea. 
It would be easy to multiply such statements; and as 
it respects the _inglican divines, Inany similar ones will 
be found in a subsequent chapter. 
\Ve have similar evidence, secondly, in the way in 
which the Fathers are quoted by all sides and all parties 
as, more or less, some or other, favourable to their views. 
Thus at the second Nicene Council image-worship" as 
defended on the authority of the Fathers; and all the 
errors of the Romish Church itself have, if you will be- 
lieve the Romanists, the argument from antiquity altoge- 
ther with them. On the other hand, the Protestants are 
universally agreed that the weight of patristical testimony 
is altogether against those errors. And the Eastern 
Churches are equally persuaded that the Fathers are on 
their side. 
Again, among Protestants themselves, an the great 
parties have, over and over again, claimed antiquity as 


J Hp. TAYLOR'S Liherty ofprophes;ying, Section v. 
 5. 
2 lb. Section viii. 
 3. 3 See Ch. 11 below. 
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on their s
de. All the different views entertained by 
them, on the doctrines of the sacraments, justification, &c. 
have been supported by the testimony of Fathers. And 
zealots on all sides have been found to apply even the 
" everybody always everywhere agreed with me" argu- 
ment. And still further it is a notorious fact, that most of 
the most learned modern Arians have urged more or less 
patristical testimony as in their favour. 
N ow I admit that this is not a sufficient p'1"OOf that there 
is not a consentient testimony in the writings of an the 
Fathers on these points. But the question is, whether there 
is not some ground for their being so quoted, whether the 
admission made bya.lmost all those best qualified to judge 
on snch a point
 that their writings abound with hasty and 
incorrect statements, does not at once show that such con- 
sent cannot be proved, and therefore cannot be a final stand- 
ard of appeal, or judge of controversies; and that our op- 
ponents' plan for ending controversies by appealing to the 
Fathers is perfectly nugatory and chimerical. 
And this argument gathers tenfold force, when we 
find that Ulany of the most learned and able patristical 
scholars have openly confessed that many of the Fathers 
are a!Jainst them in some of the most important points. 
For here we have something more than a mere reference 
to the Fathers for opposite doctrines, we have an admis- 
sion to reason upon, made contrary to the prejudices of 
him who made it. 
l\Ioreover, as an æ1"!Jwnentum ad h071line It it is unanswer- 
able. For our opponents charge Scripture with being 
obscure and unable to be a rule of faith and judge of 
controversies because it is quoted on opposite sides. If, 
then, this reasoning is correct, their appeal to the Fathers 
for the interpretation of 
cripture and the decision of 
contruversies is must absurd, for not only are they quuted 
011 opposite sides, but it is allowed, by those best able to 
judge, that their" ritings abound with lm
ty and incorrect 
statemC'uts, and, by many of the most learned judges, that 
they disagree even un the most impurtant points. 
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The mistakes to which we are liable when relying on 
SUell a foundation as a supposed consent of the Fathers 
are remarkably illustrated by some instances selected by 
our opponents themselves as instances of consent, and of 
course selected in the conviction that they were among 
those that would best stand the test of examination. 
" How else," asks 1\11'. Keble, [i. e. how but by " catho- 
lic tradition,"] "coulc} we know with tolerable certainty 
that l\1elchizedek's feast is a type of the blessed eucharist? 
or that the book of Canticles is an allegory representing 
the mystical union betwixt Christ and his Church 1 or 
that \Visdom in the lJook of Proverbs is a name of the 
Second Person in the lVlost Holy Trinity 1" "All which 
interpretations," he adds, "the moment they are heard, 
approve themselves to an unprejudiced mind, and must in 
all likelihood have come spontaneously into many readers' 
thoughts. But it may be questioned whether we could 
ever have arrived at more than a plausible conjecture 
regarding them, but for the constant agreement of the early 
Church, taking notice every where in these and the 
like instances of the manner in which the Old Testa- 
ment was divinely accommodated to the wonders of 
Christ's religion." 1 
Here, then, is a specimen (I allude more particularly to 
the first and last of the examples mentioned) of what is 
the practical meaning of " catholic tradition," and "the 

onstant agreement of the early Church." It is just the 
consent of some half a dozen Fathers falling in with 
the humour of the individual quoting them. I will not 
now stay to inquire whether the notion of 1\Ielchizedek's 
feast being a type of the eucharist approves itself the 
moment it is heard to an unprejudiced mind, though I 
must take leave to doubt it. But that it is delivered to 
us by the consent even of the Fathers that remain to 
us, is altogether a mistake. 1\11'. Keble's proof is as fol- 
lows ;-" For this see S. Cyprian, Ep. 63. p.149. ed. FeII; 
S. Augustine, De Civ. Dei, xviii. 20. [1 xvi. 22.] S. Jerome, 
1 J\:ebl("s Sermon, pr. 
(1. ï. 



NO DIVINE I
FORl\IANT. 


361 


Ep. ad l\Iarcellam, t. i. p. 123. ed. Frob. Basil. These, 
with the distinct acknowledgment in the antient Roman 
Liturgy, may perhaps be considered sufficient to represent 
the sense of the 'Vestern Churches. Among the Greeks, 
S. Chrysostom, (on Gen. xiv.) clearly implies the same 
construction. But the reserve maintained by them on 
all liturgical subjects may account for their comparative 
silence on this point, even supposing the111 to have re- 
ceived the same interpretation." Such is the proof of 
" rotholic tradition," and "the constant agreement of the 
eady CIl1Ircll!" 
N ow it is quite true that Augustine and some other 
Fathers considered that the bread and wine were brought 
forth by l\Ielchizedek in his sacerdotal character, and 
were a eucharistical sacrifice to God, but tbat this was 
held by the Fathers generally is a mistake not easy to be 
accounted for. 
One of 1\lr. Keble's own most learned witnesses, Bishop 
l\Iorton, will tell him that other Fathers held it to have 
been "an offering proceeding from the bounty and mag- 
nificence of l\Ielchizedek,for the refreshing of tlte soldiers 
of Abraham, and not from an act belonging to the func- 
tion of his priesthood by "ay of sacrifice unto God." 1 
And though, perhaps, all the Bishop's references may not 
be correct, yet Epiphanius at least is clear in the matter. 
" He brought forth," says Epiphanius, "bread and wine 
for Abraham and those that were with him, to entertain 
tlw patriarch coming from [the slaughter of] the kings." 2 
And hence, even some of the Romanists themselves (most 
of whom have adopted the other meaning in the hope of 
obtaining therefrom some support for their cause) have 
admitted that the latter is the true meaning. Thus Pag- 
ninus and Yatablus interpret the passage as meaning, 
that 
Ielchizcdek "refreshed the weary and hungry 


I Catholic Appeal, p. 166. 
2 ApToII Kal 0111011. . . 
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army with royal liberality." I And Andradius says, " I 
am of their opinion who affirm that l\Ielchizedek did 
refresh Abraham and his soldiers with bread and wine." 2 
Again,1\1r. Keble's alIegation that catholic consent and 
the constant agreement of the early Church assure us, 
" that 'Yisdom in the book of Proverbs is a name of the 
Second Person in the 1\lost Holy Trinity," is equaHy un- 
founded. IIis proof is, "tlJe disputes on the text, Prov. 
viii. 22. at the Nicene Council are sufficient to prove agree- 
ment on this point." A very small foundation surely for 
such a large superstructure as a claim to catholic conseut. 
N ow let us hear what Epiphanius says on this matter. 
Having referred to this very text, he says, "And the 
Scripture has not at all any where confirmed this passage, 
nor has anyone of the Apostles mentioned it, so as to 
apply it for a name of Christ. So tltat consequently it 
does not at all speak concerning tlte Son of God. . . . For 
the word itself [i. e. wisdom] does not at aB compel me 
to apply it with reference to the Son of God. For he 
[Solomon] has not signified this, nor has any of the 
Apostles mentioned it, nor the Gospel either." 3 And 
having proceeded to observe that some "dared" 4 so to 
apply the passage. he adds, that it must not be considered 
as spoken of his divinity but only of his humanity, 5 and 
that after all it was quite optional with us to suppose 
it to be spoken of Christ at all or not, 6 and that though 
I Lassum et famelicum exercitum regia liberalitate refecit. As cited by 
l\Iorton, Cath. l\pp. p. 395. 
2 Ego cum illis scntio, qui lassos Ahrahæ milites et diuturna pugna fractos 
l\Ielchizedechum pane et \"ino refecisse aiunt. Def. Conc. Trid. lib. iv. fol. 
371. b. as cited by Morton, Cath. App. p. 395. 
3 Kea ou 'IT"all'r61S "IT"OU 
ß
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"
ume orthodox Fathers" had so interpreted the pas- 
sage,t and that it was "a sense consistent with piety, 
because some great Fathers had so understood it," yet 
that it was optional with all to receive this interpretation 
or not as they pleased. 2 
A nd the same was evidently the opinion of the great 
St. Basil; for (when meeting the objections of Eunomius, 
derived from this passage,) having said that it was neces- 
bary to apply this passage to the lwman nature, he adds,- 
" It is open also to anyone to say that Solomon spoke 
these things concerning that wisdom which the Apostle 
mentions when he says, , \Vhen in the wisdom of God the 
world by wisdom knew not God.''' 3 And in his homily 
on Proverbs he has himself thus interpreted the passage:t. 
Now [ do not Jeny, but on the contrary maintain, that 
very many, probably the majority, both of the antient 
writers that remain to us, and also of the modern
, have 
affirmed that thib passage in the book of Proverbs refers 
to Christ, but this only shows us the more how easily we 
llIay be deceived in inferring catholic consent from the 
testimony of a great number of writers. 
lIenee if we adopt the views of our opponents, we 
may call that one day an Apostolical tradition, and 
cunsequently a divine revelation, which we find the next, 
by happening to meet with some other remains of an- 
tiq uity, to be nothing of the kind. 
It is evident, then, that the notion that there is con- 
sentient testimony to the doctrines of revelation even 
alllong the authors that rcmain to us, is a mere dream of 
the imagination, and that even as it respects the very 
highest points uf faith. 


I TtJlfS T6JJI 7raTfp6JJI 7]J.'c..JJI KtU opeoliO
6JJI a7rfli6JKaJl TOVTO HS T1]V fJlUapKOJl 7rap- 
ovutaJl. lb. 
2 Mf'}'a.Am 7ranpfS TOVTO Ó!þ1]-Y'f/UaJlTO, Kat f( J.''f/ TtS ßJVÀ'f/8H'f/ T6JJI op8ulio
6J' 
KaTali",
(t(T8cu, ov KUTcx,Jla-YKau81]ufTat. lb. 
3 Et7rOI 1)' av TtS KCot TOJI 
oÀo}J.6Jl/Ta 7rfpt T'f/S uíJ!þtas fKftJl1]S ftp'f/KfJlat TUVTa 7]S 
Kat b A7rOUTUÀOS }J.f}J.vrrrat f(7f6JJI' f7rftli1] -yap fJl T'f/ uu!þta TOV emv OVK f-YVW ð 
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And the discrepancy we have thus shown to exist in 
their statements proves that we may have the consent of 
a number of Fathers to that which had not the consent 
of the Church in it'! favour, and con::;equently that with 
the scanty remains we possess of the writings of the 
antient Church, it is impossible to infer tIle consent of 
the Church in any case, for though a doctrine may be 
supported by many of the Fathers whose writings remain 
to ns, and not directly upposed in the other writing.s 
known to us, yet this may be merely accidental from our 
not happening to possess other works of tbe Fathel.s, or 
having the opportunity to know the sentiments of others 
in the primitive Church; of which we must ever recol- 
lect also we have but a partial and limited representation 
in the writings of those who chose to become authors, 
and who were many of them probably far less :fitted to 
give a sober and judicious account of the faith of the 
Church, than many others who have left nothing behind 
them. Hence we must observe, that even if some of the 
Fathers whose writings happen to remain to us agreed 
together in any particular point, and the rest were silent, 
which is the very utmost that the boasted" catholic con- 
sent" of our opponents could amount to, this would be 
wholIy insufficient to assure us of such a consent of the 
whole primitive church in the matter as could be to us a. 
sure record of the teaching of the Apostles, or be on any 
ground a diviue informant or authoritative guide. 
But in fact, though the theory put forward by our oppo- 
nents is, that" catholic consent" only can be relied upon, 
(a testimony, however, which by a voluntary self-decep- 
tion they identify with the consentiellt witness of the few 
remains of the Fathers that happen to have come down to 
us) that which our opponents J1ulctically rely upon to 
})rove this consent, is often the dictum of SOlue half a dozen 
Fathers. In theory they hold it necessary to establish 
the consent of the Fathers, but their practice is totally dif. 
ferent. And in truth, they mnst be wen aware that other- 
wise they must give np thcir ground altogether, as hoth 
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their favourite Vincent of Lerins, and Bellarmine, will 
hear reluctant witness. For notwithstanding the magni- 
ficent rule proposed by Yiucent, that we should be guided 
in our search after truth by what "e\rerybody always 
everywhere" in the catholic church testified respecting it, 
we find in the latter part of his treatise, that his practi- 
cal proof of the doctrine held by "everybody always 
everywhere" may be derived from the testimony of less 
than a dozen authors. And Bellm'mine candidly admits 
that of doctrine supported by the consentient testimony of 
all the Fathers, " an example is hardly to be found," (vi x 
invenitur exemplum,) but he thinks that if a few Fathers 
of great name have supported it, and others when meu- 
tioning the subject have not contradicted it, that will do 
a
 well. 1 And thus our "divine informant," "catholic 
consent," is practically the dictum of a few fallible men. 
This evident failure of the theory, when reduced to 
practice, is probably the reason why the Tractators are so 
shy of drawing. out the ]J'I"oofs of "catholic consent" and 
traditive interpretations of Scripture delivered by the 
unanimous voice of the primitive church. Certainly their 
success in the cases upon 'which they have ventured, ha
 
not, as we have just seen, been such as is likely to encou- 
rage them to enter further into particulars than Ulay be 
necessary. .But one might suppose that maintaining, as 
they do, that antiquity unanimously consents in the deli- 
very of a certain system of theology, they would be anxiouð 
to bring before the public the proofs of such consent; 
and beyond doubt they would advance their cause much 
more, in the eyes of all impartial men, by so doing., than 
J)y those general and vague appeals and claims, aCCOIn. 
panied with but few definite references, with which they 
usually content themselves. 
Instead of tlourishing high-sounding words against us 


I Vidltur sufficefC si aliquot Patres magni nominis e>.presse it! a:>scm:lt, d 
cetcri non contradicant cum tamen ejus rei mcminerint. ßEII.AI
:\1. Dc Y. 
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about the infallibility of" the catholic church," and the cer- 
tai n ty of what" every body always every'" here" has believed, 
let them set themselves to produce the passages in 'which 
such tradition of doctrine or traditive interpretation of 
Scripture is deIivereù, and thus show its reception by 
"everybody always everywhere." In this they might 
afford us some proof of that patristicallearning for which 
they take credit; and of which they certainly have not yet 
favoured the public with any very abundant testimony. 
And to show them that we have no wish to be hard npon 
them, we will offer them a doctrine upon which to try 
their powers in such a research, which they have them- 
selves very prominently put forward as derived from" tra- 
dition;" viz., the consubstantiality of the Son with the 
Father. 'ViII anyone of our opponents give us a Catena 
Patrum for this doctrine for the first few centuries, show- 
ing that during that period not only did no Father speak 
somewhat inconsistently with such a doctrine, but, on the 
contrary, tlmt all delivered that doctrine with one con- 
sent? Let us see the evidence traced and drawn out. 
And be it remembered that it is to be so clear, as to coun- 
terbalance the (alleged) obscurity of Scripture in this 
point. It is not clear, say our opponents, in Scripture: 
but only go to church-tradition, and you win find that all 
tlJe Fathers have clearly, and unambiguously, and with 
one consent, delivered it. I beg to ask, then, for the 
proofs upon which this statement rests. I do this hy no 
means ùenying that it has been in mg belief a truth held 
by the ortlwdo.c part of the visible church from the be- 
ginning, because I hold it to be a fundamental truth re- 
vealed in Scripture, and that we can find a stream of 
testimony in its favour, running down to us from the be- 
ginning. But I ask for the proofs of this boasted catholic 
('onsent for it. Suppose the attempt made. 'rill they 
inclUtle all those 'vho have belonged to the visible church? 
No, they will say, we must go to the Fathers of the Ca- 
tholic Church only, and not think that the agreement of 
such heretics as those that opposed the ùoctrine, is nece::;- 
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sary. So, then, in the first step, the truth of the doctrine 
to be estaùlished, is assumed. But suppose it granted 
that we are to go only to the Fathers of the catholic 
church. 'Vhat evidence, I heg to ask, could we show 
t1lat there was catltolic consent for it in the first three cen- 
turies? l\Ioreover, Arius appealed to tradition as in his 
own favour. And Athanasius, though he referred to the 
tradition of a few antient authors as in favour of the ùoc- 
trine, does not claim catholic consent from the beginning 
in its favour; a claim, indeed, which, had he made it, 
cou1d not have been alone a sufficient ground for faith to 
build upon; and as to 1\11'. Keble's notion that the Fathers 
at Nice affirmed that the doctrine there agreed upon had 
ùeen taug1lt in an their churches from the beginning, it 
has not the least particle of evidence to rest upon. 
Or let them take the doctrine of the divinity of the 
H01y Spirit, and show us the proofs of catholic consent in 
its favour, for the first three centuries; and they will find, 
if they attempt it, that both Basil and Jerome will 1augh 
at them for their pains; the one telling them that the doc- 
trine was passed over in silence and left unexplained, and 
that some were unorthodox respecting it; and the latter, 
that many through ignorance of dIe Scriptures, anù Lac- 
tantius alllong the number, erred respecting it. I 
Again, then, I say to our opponents, you talk about 
catholic consent and traditive interpretations of Scripture 
received by " the cathoJic church" for the whole Christian 
faith, produce your proofs of such consent, deal no 10nger 
in vague generalities, but let us know how many and 
what points of doctrine can be tlms proved, and present 
us with the proofs; and I will venture to say, that the 
leanness and partiality of the Catena,-whel'e some ten or 
a dozen men will appear as the uncommissioned represen- 
tati ves of as many millions, and a few sentences (some 
proùaùly ambiguous and equivocal) of fallib1e men, pre- 
tcnding to not11ing more than to deliver what, to the Lest 
of thcir knowledge and helief, was the truth, ",ill he dc- 
I See ('p. 2-U.:;, aLo\ t', 
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livered to us as an infallible interpretation of Scripture,- 
will be the best answer in itself to all the claims made for 
" tradition." 


SECT. V.-CONSENT EVEN IN THE WRITINGS THAT REMAIN 
TO US, NOT TO BE EXPECTED. 


From the Extracts already given from the writings of 
the early Fathers, it is very evident that there was much 
division of sentiment among them, even upon tlle highest 
points of faith, and consequently some among tllel1l in- 
volved in very serious error. And I would ask, Are we 
to be surprised tlmt such was the case, in a vast society 
consisting of an immense number of distinct and inde- 
pendent bodies, like the primitive church? It must ever 
ùe remembered that the church, as left by the Apostles, 
C'onsisted of a great numher of bishoprics, all independent 
of each other; and each bishop having no head or supe- 
rior but the great IIead of the church, to whom alone he 
was responsible. Archbishops, Patriarchs, and Popes 
were a creation of the church. There was no common 
earthly head, nor even any representative assembly, to 
act as a check upon the prejudices and fancies of men. 
Had there even been such checks, experience would 
hardly warrant us in expecting perfect unanimity in tbe 
teaching of such a number of men as the pastors of the 
church even then amounted to. For let me ask, Is there 
such consent, even among the teachers of anyone single 
body of Christians at this day, however full and explicit 
their confession of faith may be? "T e have already seen 
that Mr. Newman confesses, nay, strongly urges, that it 
is not the case, even in our own church. Is it not, then, 
most uureasouaùle to assume that such must have been 
the C'ase, in such a body as tIle primitive church? 
l
or how was such unanimity to he ol)tainetl? Trne, 
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in HIe first instance every church was, no doubt, sound in 
the essent.ials of the fhith. But the cases of Galatia, of 
Sardis and Laodicea, prove how soon that orthodoxy 
might be exchanged for grievous error. And how, I 
would ask, were such cases dealt with? It is easy to say 
that all the other churches that were sound in the faith 
might convene a representative council and excommu- 
nicate tho
e churches. But did they do so? Nay, was 
it possible for them to do so, until, by the favour of the 
Emperor, they were allowed to call together 
uch an as- 
sembly? But such permission .was not given, nor conse- 
quently any such Council a
semhled, for more than three 
cf'nturies after the time of our Lord's incarnation. There 
were, no doubt, local assemblies of bishops; but these ha.d 
no pretence for concluding the whole church by their de- 
cisions. They had weight proportionahle to the character 
and conduct of the bishops of whom they were composed, 
and no more. 
But our opponents reason as if the whole nominal and 
external church, consisting of all these various indepen- 
dent part
, had been from the beginning one united body, 
all whose members were amenable to some common tri- 
bunal, and were immediately separated from the body 
upon any defection from the pnre orthodox faith; a 
notion wllich is very pretty and pleasing in theory, hut 
utterly groundless. 
Further, it is obvion
 that in those details of funda- 
mental points which had not been particular]y the suh- 
jects of discussion in tIle church, the early Fathers might 
easily express themselves 1'0 as to appear favourable to 
views which they did not entertain. For instance, it was 
easy for writers who preceded the Arian and Nestorian 
and simi]ar controversies, even though orthodox, to have 
expressed themselves in language apparently favourable 
to tho::.e errors. These are slips " quas aut illcuria 
fudit,-aut hl11uana parum cavit natura," and which on 
points not in the immediate contemplation of the writer, 
arc surely in tlU' cac;e of human authors by no means 111'- 
'oL. I. II n 
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common. And certainly they are not likely to have 
given, as a body, such statements as shouJd serve for the 
refutation of errors not contemplated by them. And if 
from probability we come to fact, we find this to be the 
case. 
lVloreover, most of their writings are controversial, 
where, in zealously refuting one error, men are very apt 
to use language easy of application in favour of some 
opposite error not in their minds at the time. And to 
this, in the infancy of the church, before the rise of 
almost all the great controversies that have agitated her, 
men would be peculiarly liable. Extracts, therefore, 
from such writings, upon points not in the contemplation 
of the author, are very unsatisfactory arguments. It 
would be easy to bring examples to show this; but the 
objection is so manifestly well-grounded, and the point 
has been already so well illustrated by Daille, that I need 
not here enlarge upon it. l 
I might add, and not without reason, as the author just 
referred to has shown,2 that upon these occasions they 
were sometimes too apt to strive for victory rather than 
truth; but I have no wi::;h to depend upon such argu- 
ments, and would rather hope that such cases were not of 
frequent occurrence, notwith8tanding the ingenuous state- 
ments of Jerome. 3 
Add to this, that they spoke sometimes with an inten- 
tional obscurity, in order to veil their meaning from the 
uninitiated. 4 
Further, it is undeniable that their language is often of 
a highly coloured, exaggerated, and rhetorical kind, but 
little calculated to give a sober and correct view of Chris- 
tian truth. They speak in the language they had learned 
in the schools of philosophy and rhetoric, suited rather to 
1 See Daille, On the use of the Fathers, bk. i. c. 5. Engl. ed. pp. 94-7. 
I refer to this v'ork, not as agreeing in all its statemel
ts, but as one that con- 
tains much valuable matter on this subject. 
2 lb. bk. i. c.6. Engl. ed. pp. 1l
-16. 
3 Ep. ad Pammach. 'i8. (al. 50.) 
 13. tom. i. col. 222. ed. Vallars. Veneto 
" Daille, bk. i. c.5. pp. 83,4., and c. G. pp. 107-10. 
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attract and dazzle the hearer, than to give him definite 
notions respecting the faith. 1 
N ow all these facts render it most improbable that we 
should be aLle to obtain from them any clear and definite 
consentiellt testimony to the faith. Nay, as we have 
already seen, the statements of lllany of the Ante-Nicene 
Fathers are accused of direct error by some of the great 
lights of the fourth and fifth centuries. And if I am 
asked, as Ruffinus seemed disposed to ask Jerome, " How 
it is that there are some errors in their books," I reply 
with Jerome, " If I shall Íl.nswer that I know not the 
causes of those errors, I will not immediately set them 
down as heretics. For it may be that either they simply 
erred, or wrote with another meaning, or their writings 
were gradually corrupted by unskilful copyists; or cer- 
tainly before that that meridian dæmon, Arius, arose in 
Alexandria, they may have spoken some things innocently 
and incautiously, and that cannot escape the calumny of 
perverse men." 2 But then I beg to illq uire, with our 
learned Bishop Stilling-Reet, " IIow comes the testimony 
of erroneous or unwary writers to be the certain means 
of giving the sense of Scripture?" 3 
To establish, also, such a consent as our opponents 
speak of, namely, such as can practically end controver- 
sies, we need peculiar clearness and accuracy of expression, 
such as can fix the meaning of the passage even in the 
view of those who would be glad to interpret it otherwise. 
And to claim consent in favour of what we hold to be the 
orthodox view, while at the same time we are compelled 
to admit that the testimonies of some Fathers on the 
subject are of doubtful meaning, and those of others 
I See again Daille, bk. i. c. 5. pp. 86-9. 
2 Quomodo, inquies, in Iibri8 eorum vitioSc1. nonnulla sunt ? Si me caussas 
vitiorum nescire respondero, non 8tatim il108 hæretico8 judicabo. Fieri enim 
potest, ut vel 8impliciter erraverint, vel alio 8ensu 8crip8erint, vel a Iibrariis 
imperitis eorum paulatim scripta corrupta 8int. Vel certe antequam in Alex- 
andria quasi dæmonium meridianum Arius nasceretur, innocenter quædam et 
minu8 mute loquuti 8unt, et quæ non possint perversorum hominum calum- 
niam òeclinare. IIIERON. adv. Ruff. lib. ii. 
 17. tom. ii. col. 508,9. 
3 See p. 273 above. 
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expressed so as to appear rather to favour the opposite 
view, is merely to expose ourselves to just ridicule. If 
the Fathers have used unguarded and incorrect language, 
as far as they have done so, so far it is absurd to claim 
their consent, or to go to them for a definite decision on 
any point in controversy. 
It must be added, without any wish to depreciate t1)e 
value of those remains of antiquity we possess, that it is 
more than probable that there were hundreds of bishops 
in the primitive church far better able to give us a correct 
view of tbe faIth of the church, than some of those whose 
writings happen to have come down to us. A man may 
be very eloquent, who is not very correct in his tJ)eolo- 
gical statements, as all ages of the c1wrch have shown us. 
The learning of a converted philosopher may give him 
great weight and celebrity in his generation, but he is not 
generally the best teacher of the Christian faith. 
Nay, is it within the bounds of probability, however 
high a view we take of the clmracter of the early Chris- 
tians, that the oral instructions of the Apostles should be 
perpetuated by the consentient testimony of such a body 
of fallible men as composed the nominal and external 
cathoJic church? IJiable as some at least of those who 
were merely nominal Christians would be to misunder- 
stand and misreport, liable as all would be to use inade- 
quate and uncertain language, and by a change of 
phraseology open the door to errors which they might 
never contemplate, how is it possible that aU these should 
consent in giving a definite and certain testimony for the 
true faith and that alone, and one moreover so definite as 
distinctly to exclude and negative aU error? 
Further, is it likely that the Apostles should have left 
with the church either interpretations of Scripture or 
!':tatements of doctrine more suitable than Scripture to 
negative aJI the various heresies that might ariðe ìn the 
church ? Yet in order to nU1gnify the authority of the 
church as an infallible witness of the Christian faith in 
all controversies, she is supposed to be the depositary of 
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oral Apostolical teaching sufficiently definite and exten- 
sive to do thi", and aU her members are said to have ever 
consented in handing down this Apostolical tradition. 
For instance, in the case of the _"-rian heresy, we main- 
tain that Scripture hears a clear testimony agilÏnst it, the 
direct and necessary inference fi'om its teaching being 
that the Son is consubstantial with the FathEr. No, ::,ay 
our opponents, Scripture is not clear upon the point, but 
" tradition" tells us that the true doctrine is that the Son 
is ronsllbstantial with the Father, and this express testi- 
mony is alone sufficient to end the cuntroversy. '1'he same 
fin' the :K estorian, Eutychian, Pelagian, and in fact all the 
otller errors that evel' arose in the church. :50 that the 
supposition is, that the Apostles not only published the 
trne faith as we tind it delivered in the Scriptures, but 
alw in their oral instructions added such a description of 
it as would suit, not merely as 
cripture does for an in- 
ferential condemnation, but for an express, and rerbal, and 
direct condemnation of every error that would arise. 
Nay more, not only that the Apostles did this, but 
that this teaching in all its fulness was perpetuated and 
handed down for centuries, ready to he applied as each 
error arose. Is this likely? 'True, our opponents attempt 
to prove that it was so a posteriori, namely, from the 
arg'ument of tIle consent of all the churches, which, they 
say, is not to be accounted for but on such a sU}J}Josition. 
'Vith this argnment we have already dealt, and shown 
that there is no such consent, hut we wish here still fur- 
ther to point the attention of the reader to the extreme 
improbability of the hypothesis which this argument of 
our opponents caBs into existence. 
IIowever much, then, we mnst regret the ahsence of 
such a consentient testimony in favour of the full ortho- 
dox filith, it is 110t a matter which, under the circum- 
stances of the case, onght to occasion us any surprise. 
Hather is it a matter of astonishment that anyone 

hould expect to find it, and still more to a::,:sume it with- 
out and even against evidence. Its ahscnce is no evidence 
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that there has not been in all ages a church of Christ, a 
company of faithful people in the world. Nay, it is no 
evidence that there have not always been local com" 
luunities of Christians publicly professing the true faith. 
'Yhile Origen was venting his errors at Alexandria, and 
for his learning and eloquence was followed and admired 
by vast numbers in his time, and his el't'ors never publicly 
condemned, there may nevertheless have been, at the 
same period, and no doubt were, many churches that 
retained the true faith. And the same we may say in 
the case of others who remained, notwithstanding their 
errors, free from any public condemnation by any body 
of men calling itself the church. At a time when there 
were no General Councils of the church to adjudicate 
on such matters, the difficulties were great in the way 
of any public censure being issued by the whole church. 
And probably much depended upon the weight and 
influence of the individual among the neighbouring 
bishops. If he was sanctioned by them, that is, if the 
error bad 
pread but a little, then where was the tribunal 
that ever did or could call lJÍm to account r True, it 
does seem surprising that no public censure should have 
been passed upon Origen's doctrines in his life-time by 
the sound portion of the church. But such is the fact, at 
least as far as appears from the documents that have come 
down to us. 
And let me ask, IIad the other churches passed any 
public censure upon the churches of Sardis and Laodicea 
when our Lord rebuked them by his Apostle, 'Ve know 
of nothing of the kind; nor is it likely. Nevertheless 
the errors of these unexcommunicated members of the 
catholic church did not prevent there being other mem- 
bers sound in the faith. Nay, even in those local com- 
munities that were sound in the faith there might be 
those who propagated erroneous doctrines, and yet aided 
by circumstances escaped a public condemnation, as even 
J ezebel was suffered to teach and to 
educe others to error 
in the church of Thy at ira. (Rev. ii. 20.) 
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The notion, then, that all the members of the nominal 
and external catholic church must have given a consen- 
tient testimony respecting the faith, is on the face of it 
most improbable. And if all the writers whose remains 
we possess IJad done so, it would only have shown how 
extremely partial a representation we have in them of 
the sentiments of the antient Christians. 
In this want of consent, also, there is nothing at all to 
alarm the Christian, nothing to show that the promises 
of Christ have failed, nothing to show that there has not 
been in all ages a company of faithful people visible to 
t}le world as Christ's mystical body, nothing to obscure 
tlJe light of divine revelation in the Holy Scriptures or 
the teaching of those more orthodox portions of Christ's 
foHowers that have shone as lights in the world, holding 
forth the word of truth, nothing in f3-ct to disturb any, 
but one who wishes to erect upon earth an infallible tri- 
bunal to which the consciences of men are to bow in 
blind submission. 


SECTION VI.-THE UNCERTAINTIES AND DIFFICULTIES WITH 
WHICH EVEN THAT SMALL AND PARTIAL CONSENT wnICH 
MAY SOl\'lETl1\'1ES BE ATTAINABLE AND IS CALLED BY OUR 
OPPONENTS" CATHOLIC CONSENT," IS EMBARRASSED. 


Let us now proceed to consider more particularly the 
value of that partial consent that may perhaps he in 
some cases attainable, and which is dignifieù by the 
Tractators with the Ilame of" catholic cOllsent." 
And first, we must observe, that when they speak of 
such consent as necessarily shoning that the truth of 
which it testifies had its origin with the Apostles, they 
sccm to be making a hasty amI unwarranted assumption. 
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Even allowing :;uch consent to be more general than we 
can prove it to be, still it by no IlH
ans follows that it is 
due to Apo:;tolical teaching. Supposing it to be strictly 
universal, then indeed we ueed not hesitate to admit such 
an inference. But as for any proveable consent, it 
Illight orig"inate as easily in the imaginations of the na- 
turallllind as in Apostolical teaching. It needs 110 proof 
that any corruptions of the faith suited to the natural feel- 
ings and prejudices of the human mind W'ould be likely 
at the very earliest period of the church to obtain exten- 

ive circulation, especiaUy if they were supported by a few 
able and influential men. No lllall who knows anything 
of history or human nature needs to be told how great 
tbe il1fluence of even one able and zealous individuallllay 
Le over a wllOle cOlllnumity, especially if his teaching 
falls in with the Lias of human natm.e. N or will any 
Christian deny, tbat in a vast body such as that which 
com po
ed the nominal Christian Church, the tendency 
would be towards a corruption of the faith. 
But a still greater difficulty with respect to any pro- 
ducible consent is, that in many cases the expressions 
u:sed are UI1Certaill and of doubtful meaning, and open to 
different and even opposite interpretations. 
\Ve have already noticed, in the last section, how little 
suited mauy of the writings of the Fathers are, from their 
loose and inaccurate and rhetorical phraseology, their 
obscurity, al1d other similar causes, to give a definitive 
sentence on controverted points; and especially in the 
case of controversies subsequent to t1wir times where the 
point in dispute was, as far as we know, never distinctly 
brought under their notice. And this will he found to 
render every attempt to show that tl)ey have borne a 
consentient testimony in favonr of any particular view 
almost useless and nugatory. For passages of doubtful 
meaning will of course be interpreted according to the 
view of the reader. And hence, as we have already ob- 

erved, the Father
 are (luoted on all sides. Thus, for 
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in..;tance, Bishop Bull claims them for his doctrine of 
.i nstification, as does Bishop J ebb, 1 while others claim 
them for the doctrine of the Reformers on this point. 2 
Granted that these opposing references do not prove that 
the Fathers dissent from each other on the point, 
(though upon our opponents' principles they would seem to 
do so) is it not nevertheless undeniahle that their loose, 
uncertain, and inaccurate expressions give just ground 
for such opposite references? 
l\Toreover, almost all the great controversies that have 
agitated the church have been raised since the third 
century. The \\ riters, therefore, that preceded the fourth 
century wrote without any eye to such controversies. 
Their notices therefore of such points are generally in- 
direct and incidental. They no more give a verbally de- 
finitive :sentence respecting them than Scripture. They 
cannot serve, then, for determining them, for we cannot 
reason inferentially from them as we can from Scripture. 
because no man holds their words to be inspired, or their 
indirect observations to ue sufficiently to be depended 
upon for such a purpose. In human writings" e meet 
with much tbat, if applied to a point not in the mind 
of the writer at the time, would convey a very false im- 
pression of his views re:-õpecting it. 'Vith the writings 
of the early Fathers, therefore, there is on almost every 
point this drawback, that it had either not been mooted 
in their time
, or was not in their immediate contempla- 
tion when they wrote, and con:5equellt1y that they may 
have expressed thclllseives differently to what they would 
have donc had the point in question ueen immediately 
bcfore them. 'Yith ::;criptllre the C:lse is difierent. That 
is perfect as indited by an Omniscient ßeing. From that 
we Ulay safely reason inferentially, and there is no draw- 
back to weaken the force of the inference. 
"Now much of this is admitted Ly the lovers of the 
Pathers, but then they bcem to think that they lllay be 
I Sce KchIc's" Catena," p. 114. 
J 
cc Corl'u:! confc::.1:Iionum. 
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permitted to decide upon the allowances to be made 
for it, and so by a little ingenuity contrive to bring even 
doubtful and indirect passages among their" itnesses for 
catholic consent. And if we come to investigate what is 
put forth as the catholic consent of the Fathers in behalf 
of any doctrine, we shall generally find that it has been 
obtained by a process strongly resembling that for which 
the bed of Procrustes is famed. The compiler having a 
model of doctrine in his own mind, finds perhaps some 
statements that seem exactly to fit his standard, but for 
his "catholic consent" will encounter many that are not 
so well suited to it. Nevertheless, the haste of the author 
'when he wrote, his ignorance of the controversies that 
were afterwards to arise, the circumstances of the times or 
of the treatise in which he is writing., will afford many 
excellent reasons why his statements should be either too 
long or too short. It is therefore a kindness to him, for 
which lle would no douut be grateful could he know of 
it, to pare down his statements if they are somewhat too 
large, or put them on the rack if they need a little stretch- 
ing, to make them speak the language of perfect ortho- 
doxy. And so by a little contrivance we get a Catena, 
that to those wlw made it is very convincing, but somehow 
or other generally fails in producing much effect upon 
opponents able and willing to investigate for tllemselves. 
And the argument from patristical testimony, in itself rI 
valuable one, when thus pressed too far sometimes loses 
even its legitimate weight. 
To the generality of readers, however, it must be ad- 
mitted, such a mode of arguing often answers very well. 
And if we may judge what people are ready to belieye 
when it suits their fancy from what writers have said on 
this subject, we need never be at a loss for the support of 
the primitive church. For if aU other methods of ob- 
taining it should fail, the Benedictinp Editors of Hilary 
seem to me to have given us a sure recipe for it, in the 
following yery ingenious remark when speaking on the 
doctrine of the millcnniulIl. TIeing of course auti-mil- 
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lelluarians, and therefore desirous of finding some sup- 
port in that age for their own view, they remark,- 
" l\loreover, that our doctrine was already received in 
their age, is proved by the efforts of Irenæus and Tertul- 
lian to root it out of the minds of the faithful."! 'Yhat- 
ever the Fathers may say, then, we can thus get good 
support for the doctrine we wish to maintain. If the 
Fathers uphold it, well and good; if they oppose it, then 
their efforts to root it out of the minds of the faithful 
show that the faithful believed it, and so either way we 
get good testimony for it. A little ingenuity will do 
great things in this matter. 
l\loreover, it is admitted, that instead of having posi- 
tive statements from all the Fathers to depend upon for 
our" catholic consent," we must always content ourselves 
with having from some of them the testimony of silence, 
because they have only written on the particular points 
which were brought more immediately under their notice. 
But this surely is a strange demand to make upon us, 
tha1 because six persons have given t.heir testimony for a 
doctrine, and three are altogether silent about it, we are 
to be so sure that we have the consent of all the nine 
in the matter, that we are to make that consent Üle 
foundation for our belief that the doctrine is true. 
Further, we must observe that in matters of church 
polity nothing would be more likely than that the Fathers 
should suppose and represent all that the Apostles had 
ordained, to be so absolutely essential to the being of a 
church, that that could be no church that wanted any- 
thing of the kind, speaking only in contemplation of the 
times then present, and never dreaming of such a differcnt 
state of things in the church as was to be found previous 
to the Reformation. It was very natural that, without any 
authority for the statement from the .Apostles, they shouItl 
so represent the matter. It would he the notion sure to 


I Imrno fidem nOl:!trarn jam ævo suo receptam probat Irenæi ntquc Tertlll- 
liani labor ut earn ex anirnis fidelium extorql1cant. Pref. ad Hilar. Pictav r 
p.68. 
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he entertaiuèd, and one which probalJly for the time amI 
circumstances contemplated was the correct view of the 
case, though with our experience and in our times they 
lllight have judged differently. "T e cannot therefore 
conclude that such a notion was necessarily derived fr0111 
the Apostles. It is obvious that even antient con..;ent 011 
such a point, if it could be proved, would not show deri- 
vation from the Apostles, because it is easily accounted 
for on other grounds. 'Vhat Ignatius has said, for in- 
stance, on this subject in his Epistles, was said with 
reference to the circumstances of his day, and is not 
forthwith to be applied as a test hy which t.he churches 
that were the offspring of the Reformation are to be tried. 
Granting fully that under ordinary circumstances the 
ordinances of tbe Apostles ought to be adhered to, it 
nevertheless does not follow that under extraordinary cir- 
cumstances they are so necessary as to unchurch aJl who 
do not comply with them. For such a view of the case 
we want direct Apostolical authority, and are not to be 
bouml by those patristical representations which lIlight be 
very just and true for the time then present, but are not 
applicable to a completely altered !='tate of things. In the 
absence of any direct Apostolical injunction, the Christian 
revelation lUust be looked at as a whole, and the preser- 
vation of its essentials, as delivered to us ill the Scrip- 
tures, be our first and great concern, io which every 
thing else must give way. 
More(wer, in some important points the Fathel's 
ch:tnged their minds, holding different views on the sub- 
ject at different periods of life. 
'Ve have a whole treatise of Augustine written at the 
close of his life, entitled his" Retractations," in whi<,h 
he corrects the statements made in his former works. 
'Ve find similar changes of sentiment in other }'athers, 
alld passages in their works contradictory to each othel.. 
Awl hence an exception is often taken, and justly, to pas- 
sages ad(lu('ed on any contmvertcd point, on the grounJ 
t 1 mt they were writtcn whcn the author's jUdglllCUt was 
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immature. And hence Vincentius himself requires that 
our judgment be formed fro111 what the Fathers perser:ered 
in maintaining, and held to the end of their course. 1 
To perfect our catholic consent, then, we ought to know 
whether the authors we quote persevered in the view 
maintained in the passages we refer to, and were of suf- 
ficiently ripe judgment when they wrote to make their 
testimony valid. But how we are to ascertain this it is 
difficult to understand. Few have been so ingenuous as 
Augustine to confess such change of views. And if they 
had, it is a nJeI'C matter of chance as to such confessions 
coming down to us. Jerome tells us 2 that such a lettcr 
was written by Origen to Fabianus, bishop of Rome, ex- 
pressing his regret at having written such things as he 
had; but we know nothing of this letter, but from this 
incidental notice of it by Jerome. 
And this variation of sentiment, by the "yay, as far as 
it exists, com pletely overthrows the idea of there being 
any traditionary teaching pervading the .whole church 
npon the point; for had there been, there would have 
been no room for such change of views. So that it not 
only shows us the difficulty of proving consent, but also 
that there was not such consent, and that the views held 
varied with the private opinions and judgment of indi- 
viùuals. 
Again; to know the ùegree of value to be attached to 
even a consentieut testimony of the Fathel.s in favour of 
any view, we ought also to know whether the point be a 
fundamental article; because otherwise we can have no 
security against even such a testimony being erroneous. 
N ow, how we can ascertain this, but for those points 
which are laid down in Scripture as fundamental; (awl for 
which, therefore, we need not patristical testimony,) I 


1 Perseveranter tenujs
e, Bcripsjsse, docuissc. Commonit. 
 3. (al. 4 ) et 

 28. (al. 39.) 
:2 Ipse Origenes in epistola quam 8cribit ad Fabianum Romanæ urbis epis- 
copum pænitentiam agit cur ta1ia Bcripserit. Hicron. Ep. ad Pammach. et 
Ocean. ep. 84. (al. 6j.) Tom. i. col. !i31,
. l Vall. Yen.) 
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know not; for it does not by any means follow, that be- 
cause the Fathers were not likely to have all erred in 
fundamentals, therefore they could not be wrong in deter- 
mining what points are fundamental. And if we were 
willing to admit their testimony on the point, we should 
be unable to get anything like a sufficient testimony from 
them; and at most the brief summaries of Irenæus and 
Tertullian would be aU that could be established as fun- 
damental, by such testimony. 
Lastly, our opponents, to avoid the obligation of ad- 
mitting anything they dislike, have themselves added 
to these another difficulty, and one which will be found 
altogether insuperable. 
There are some points, it seems, to which the Fathers 
have borne what our opponents, upon their own prin- 
ciples, are obliged to recognize as a con sentient testimony, 
but which, nevertheless, are not quite to their mind, 
(some specimens of which we shall give hereafter;) and 
accordingly they have been compelled to maintain that 
not only must we have catholic consent, but that catholic 
consent must be accompanied with the declaration that it 
is " traditionary teaching." 
It is amusing, indeed, to see the straits to which our 
adversaries are reduced, when they come to the pUlctical 
application of their principles to particular points. This 
may be remarkably seen in the Tract on Purgatory. 1 
Speaking of Purgatory, tlley say,-" Now it can only be 
an article of faith, supposing it is held by antiquity, and 
that unanimously. For such things only are we allowed 
to maintain, as come to us from the Apostles; and that only 
(ordinarily speaking) has evidence of so originating, which 
i:-; witnessed by a number of independent witnesses in the 
early church. 'Ye must have the unanimous' consent of 
doctors,' as an assurance that the A postles have spoken." 
(13. 25.) Here, then, it is evident that what they mean 
by " the unanimous consent of Doctors," is the consent of 
"a number." But, being obliged afterwards to admit 
I Tracts for the Times, No. 79. 
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that a number of tbe best witnesses among the Fathers 
speak contrary to their views, they are driven to the ne- 
cessity of making some further nice distinctions in the 
matter, and shifting their rule to one" hich it is still more 
impossible to apply. "'Vhat has been said," observes the 
Tractator, "will illustrate w hat is meant by Catholic Tra- 
dition, and how it may be received, without binding us to 
accept everything which the Fathers say. It must be ca- 
tholic, to be of authority; that is, all the writers who 
mention the subject, lUust agree together in their view of 
it, or the exceptions, if there be any, must be such as 
probare regulam. And again, tltey must profess it is tradi- 
tionary teaching. For instance, supposing all tlte Fathers 
agreed iogetlter in tlteir interpretation of a certain text, I 
consider that agreement would invest that interpretation 
with such a degree of authority, as to make it at first 
sight most rash (to say the very least) to differ from 
them; yet it i.s conceivabll! that on some points, as the inter- 
pretation of vnfulfiZZcd proplwcy, they might be mistaken. 
It is abstractedly conceivable that a modern commentator 
might, on certain occasions, plausibly justify his dissent 
from them :-this is conceivable, I say, unless they were 
eXplaining a doctrine of the Creed, which is otherwise 
known to come from the Apostles,-or professed (WHICH 
WOULD BE EQUIVALENT) tbat such an interpretation had 
ever been received in their respective churches, as coming 
from the Apostles. Catholic tradition is something more 
tIlan catholic teaching. Great as is the autllOrity of the 
latter (and we cannot well put it too high) tradition is 
something beyond it. Tltis remark is in point !tere, for it 
MIGHT BE OBJECTED that so 'IIw.ny Fatlzf'rs agree together in 
tlte notion of a lw;t-day ])urgatory, t!tat u"ere it not fm' the 
accident of oilwTS speallillg diJfe1"elltly, u:e should certainly 
IW1"C rercived it a.'t Catholic Tradition. I answer, no; 
whatever the worth of so many witnesses would have 
heen,-and it certainly for safety's sake ought to have 
been taken fOl. very llluch,-still Origen, Hilary, Am- 
brose, and the rest, do not approximate in their remarks 
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to the authoritative language in whicl) they would speak 
of the Trinity, or the benefits of Baptism. Tl1py do not 
p'rofess to b(' delirering an article of tlte faith once rlelil'e'J'PC[ 
to the saints." (pp. 37, H.) 
Here, by their own hands, the very foundation of their 
system is an but overthrown. For if, as is here allowed, 
the unanimous consent of the Fathers that remain to ns 
is not a sufficient proof that what is so delivered camp 
from the Apostles, but it is required that they should also 
unanimously declare tlIat what they were delivering did 
come froUl the Apostles by a successional deliyery of it from 
one to another, then is the notion of ANY doctrine or inter- 
pretation of Scripture being so established, preposterous 
indeed. But this unanimous (lec1aration must of course 
be, as in the former case, the declaration of "a number." 
And we have already given various instances in which 
tllÍs declaration was made hy "a number;" and yet, in 
the judgment of " a number" both of antient and modern 
llivines, our opponents included, was made without foun- 
dation. 1 


J There are some remarks on this matter by an able writer in the British 
Magazine for February, 1840, who signs himself S. T. R., so judicious and 
pertinent to our present purpose, that I cannot but direct the attention of 
the reader to them. Speaking of the Tract above quoted. he sa;ys,-.' The 
principles of the Oxforù Tract \\? riters in this tract may lead to every corrup- 
tion, they being unhappil;y opposeù to the spirit of a Canon which I quoteù 
in a previous letter. \Yhether they are harmless or not to their authors I do 
not know, but I feel sure that they are capable of being very dangerous when 
imbibed and acted upon by others. Upon that Canon Dr. \Yaterland observes, 
what cannot be too often repeated, that 'it does not order that the clergy 
should teach whatsoever haù been taught by Fathers; no. that would have 
been setting up a new rule of faith: neither does it say that they shall teach 
whatsoever the Fathers had collected from Scripture. no; that would have 
been making them infal1ihle interpreters or infallible reasoners.' And these 
observations, I submit, apply, however numerous those Fathers may be. 'The 
doctrine must befirs! found in Scripture. only to be more secure that we have 
found it tJlere, the Fathers are to he called in, to be, as it were, constant checks 
upon the presumption or wantonness of private interpretation: (vol. v. p. 317.) 
llut the Oxford Tract writers in this Tract, lay down rules which do not re- 
quire that the doctrine should be first collected out of the dodrine of the Old 
and New Testaments. they dispense with them. they rely upon WH_1T THEV 
CAI.L TilE CHt:RCH, WIIICH IS PRACTICl,LI,v CF:RT.4.JN WRITEn<; WIIOM THE\' 
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In laying down these nice distinctions, I need hardly 
observe that our opponents are as usual following the 


MAY CHOOSE TO CALL THE CHURCH. They tell us, (p. 25.) that' such things 
only,' (speaking of Articles of faith,) 'are we aHowed to maintain as corne to 
us from the Apostles. and that only, ordinarily speaking, has evidence of so 
originating which is \\ itnessed by a number of independent witneB8es in the 
early church. 'Ve must have the unanimous consent of doctors as an assur- 
ance that fhe Apostles have spoken.' This is their rule for selecting doctrine, 
and calling it Apostolical, in cases where the holy Scriptures are silent. Let 
us examine it. The word 'unanimous' coupled with the' early church' in 
the other sentence n:ust I should think he intended to mean, not merely the 
unanimous consent of a particular age, but of ages, especially some of the early 
ones, in order to give some appearance ofa connexion with the Apostles. and 
if so, the word, 'unanimous' must be construed liberally, and mean what is 
said in the former sentence, . a number.' But then if it he taken liberally, a 
question will arise, How many Fathers will make up this number, and on 
what principle are they to be selected! And also out of what centuries are they 
to be gathered? And these questions are not to be decided by merely their 
opinion; they must be so decided as to leave no proper fear that we can fall 
into error. 'Ve have a right to require this, as, on giving up the guidance of 
Holy ,V rit, we are promised,and ought to have, very dear and intelligible lines, 
the matter depending upon them being no less than A postolical doctrine. But 
if the Oxford Tract writers cannot so answer these questions, not only is their 
rule worthless, but they are opening the door for the maintenance of any early 
opinion, however enoneous, (since there arefew that have not several patrons 
in the first four or five centuries,) which may suit the taste of the theologian. 
The Oxford Tract writers themselves felt this difficulty in respect of the doc- 
trine of a judgment purgatory, since it might be said that that doctrine being 
witnessed by so many doctors must be believed, and yet it is erroneous; and 
therefore, in pp. 37, 38, they make a supplemental rule by distinguishing 
between what they call 'catholic teaching; and 'catholic tradition" and 
affirm, that not only must all the fathers ' who mention a doctrine agree in 
their view of it, or the exceptions, if there be any, must be such as probare 
regulam, but also they must profess it to be traditional teaching.' X ow, with- 
out stopping to inqwre what those unlucky exceptions ma;y be, (unlucky as 
leaving matters stilI in uncertainty,) let us see the way in which they practi- 
cally apply it to the overthrow of a judgment purgatory. They allow that the 
worth of so many Fathers would, for 8afety's sake, be very great, but that 
, they do not approxima.te in their remarks to the authoritati\'e language in 
which they would speak of the Trinity or the benefits of baptism. They do 
not profess to be t1eli vering an article of the faith once deli vered to the saints.' 
N ow, since the l.'athcrs in general express tlleir doctrines rather confidentl.r, 
or at least make no such difference as would afford those 'clear and intelli- 
gible lines' which are promised, and which ought in a case of such importance 
to be given to us,- while such a distinction, if not most clem'ly marked, allowli 
a very unfortunate licence for abuse,-I suppose that tile Oxford Tract writcr!! 
mean that nothing i
 to be receivcd as unwritten aposto1ical doctrine but what 
VOL. I. C C 
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guidance of thcir friends the ROlllanists. "Our aùver- 
saries require two things to make the testimony of the 


is declared in as many words to be traditional teaching by this' number oi 
independent witnesses in the early church.' If so, here we have, apparently, 
It tangible rule, and if it be hastily read, as most books and tracts are now'a,- 
days, it will pass very well. but a more close inspection will, I fear, show that 
however it may apply, being perhaps made for it, to the case of the judgment 
purgatory, it will not answer our purpose, the discovery of unwritten aposto- 
lical doctrine, unless we are also sure that whatever the individual fathers and 
the bishops of the catholic church tell us is traditional teaching, is in truth 
apostolical doctrine. "ïn the Oxford Tract writers affirm this? Perhaps 
they will. But will they prot'e it? Until that be done, we have no 'clear 
and intelligible lines.' Among the various doctrines, and man;y of them erro- 
neous, like the judgment purgatory, which the fathers held, thc touchstone of 
truth will still, practically, be the taste of the inquirer. Having lost the sure 
guidance of Holy 'Vrit, he will adopt either what he likes or wlmt he thinks 
right in all the wantonness or weakness of private judgment. 
Having thus examined these rules, and seen, I think, how very insufficient 
they are for the discovery of unwritten apostolical doctrine, and how liable, on 
the other hand, they are to be abused to the maintenance of error, let us see 
how the Oxford Tract writers are able, when an erroneous doctrine is advanced 
against them, to meet it. How do they meet the Romanist, for instance, on 
this doctrine of purgatory? The holy Scriptures,-those ' safe and substan- 
tial bulwarks'-not being required by them, not even their testimony through 
tlle light of early Christian writings, they have nothing wherewith to repel thc 
nomanist but these two arguments: first, that the fathers adduced, though 
teaching more than themselves, do not teach purgatory. and secondly, that 
their testimony is contradictory. A Romanist, I think, would smile, and say 
to them, 'Gentlemen, you do not require the doctrine to be seen in tIle 
Scriptures, as your own is not there. neither do you require it to be seen in 
the fathers of the two first centuries, as your own is not there. N ow in the 
thil't1 century we have all the I independent witnesses' that ;xist in support of 
our doctrine. It may be true that each witness does not in all points full;y 
exllibit it as it is now defined, yet all present some portion of it. And a.llow 
me to recal to your recollection your own opinion, that the more diffuse teach- 
ing of a later age may fairly be considered as the due development of the brief 
and sententious doctrinal declarations of an earlier period. I recal this with 
the greater pleasure, since it is so well supported by an instance of ;your own 
connected with our present subject. I allude to a passage referred to in the 
British Critic, No. 49, p. 73, from the Epistle of Ignatius to the Magncsians, 

 9. . . . This passage you very properly, as we Romani!!ts consider, adduce 
as an apparent recognition by Ignatius, of the doctrine more fully developed 
in later times of the Limbus Patrum. Now, if this passage, which, it must be 
confessed, is somewhat imlistim.t, exhibiting at the most but a faint outline of 
one portion of the doctrine, and which the gencra1ity of protesta.nts, not so free 
from prejudice af'l 
'ourseh-('!'I, would l'cject altogether a
 having nothin
 to do 
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:Fathers worthy to be relied on," says Placctte; 1 "first, 
that they consent, and secondly, that they do not merely 
propose what seems most true to themselves, but testify 
moreover that ,vhat they teach was either delivered by 
Christ, or is of faith, or which is all one, the opposite of it 
heresy. If either of these fail, then their testimony is 
not secure. The first condition i., required by many, and 
particularly by Alphonsus a Castro, who, inquiring out the 
ways whereby a proposition may be convinced to be here- 
tical, in the fourth place as
igns 'the unanimous consent 
of all the :Fathers who have \vritten upon that argument.' 
1'he latter condition is made necessary by many more. 
Driedo tells us the authority of the :Fathers is of no value 
'any otherwise than as they demonstrate their opinion 


with it, I sa;y, if such a passage, so indistinct and so defective, be admitted by 
you as apparently recognizing and sanctioning the more full development of a 
later age, surely ;you cannot resist our evidence for the doctrine of purgatory? 
I must really insist that, as far as the three first centuries are concerned, (anù 
if ;you wish it I will pursue the inquir;y further down), all the writers who 
, mention' the subject agree more or less in their view of it, each of them ex- 
hibiting some peculiar element of our doctrine. anù that, consequently, thiS 
may fairl;y be considered as one of those aùmitted cases in which, in the 
silencc of the apostolic writings, we have' sufficient assurance that the apostles 
have spoken.' As a matter of course, as centuries roll on, and we have more 
writers, we have also more full and comprehensive views of the doctrine, which 
enable us, as in the case ofthe Limbus Patrum, more full;y to exhibit it. but 
supporteù as these early and brief statements are by later and more fully de- 
veloped ones, tlJeir evidence must, I beg leave to submit, on our common 
principles, be ùeemed conclusive. And with respect to your other objection, 
ifit have any force at all, it will be fatal to ;your own doctrine also. except 
that in ;your case ;you have, I believe, the unanimity of silence. But should 
your ùoctrine bave any existence, it cannot be with the' unanimous consent' 
of ùoctors. Doctors in every a3e from the third are opposed to you. while 
in our case, from the third century to the present day, we can show you an 
uninterrupted descent-the stream of our doctrine flowing more full and elear 
in every succeeding age.' I know not how the Oxford Tract writers would 
meet such ohservations as these. but I fear that the Anglican heliever, if he 
yields to the principle of this tract, instead of ' expatiating in the rich pas- 
hucs of catholici:"m,' will soon find himself in ' the snare of poper;y.''' llrit. 
Mag. for Feb 1840. pp. 174-7. 
I In his" Incurable scepticism of tile ChurdJ of Rome" translated anù 
puhlishe(l by Arclthishop Tcnisol', 1688. .Ho., anù inseJted b.'" Bishop Gih!'on 
ill tlw thirù vllll1m(' "fhi" Prt"lervatin> a2ain q t Poper.,'. 
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either from the canonical Scriptures or the belief of the 
universal church since the A postles' times; and that they 
do not always deliver their sense as matters of faith, but 
by way of judgment, opinion, and probable reason,' " &c. 
" Both conditions are required by Canus and Bannes, 
who, laying down rules whereby true traditions may be 
discerned from false., both assign this in the second place 
and in the same words; , If the Fathers have unani- 
mously from the beginning all along the succession of 
their times held any article of faith, and refuted the con- 
trary as heretical.' Bellarmine and Gretser give this for 
their fourth rule,-' 'Vhen all the doctors of the church 
teach anything by common consent to have descended 
. from Apostolical tradition, either gathered together in a 
Council or each one apart in their writings' . . . . . 
1\[artinonus, that' none of the holy Fathers or doctors 
taken separately is the rule of faith. nor all yet together 
conjunctly, unless they assert their common opinion to be 
of faith, and not merely propose their own judgment.' 
Lastly, N atalis Alexander affirms, that 'when all tlJe 
Fathers conspire in the same opinion, defend it, and pro- 
pose it as Apostolic doctrine, and an article of the church 
to be believed by catholic faith, then doth their authority 
afford a necessary argument of sacred doctrine.'" "It 
sufficeth not therefore," observes Placette, "either that 
many Fathers deliver an opinion as of faith, or that all 
should simply teach it, but not affirm it to be of faith. 
lYow if these two conditions be observed, how few articles 
of Cltristian faith shall we receÏl'e from traditinn? For 
the Fathers seldom all agree and more rarely admonislt us 
tlwt u'nal they teach is of faith. SO THAT IF YOU TAKE 
AWAY ALL ARTICLES WHEREIN EITHER OF THESE CONDI- 
TION'S IS WA:r\TING, IT MAY WELL BE DorBTED WHETHER 
ANY ONE WILL REMAIN . . . . From what -Itatlt been said, 
it appears tlwt matters of tradition and belief cannot be 
learned from the Fathers. Hence Ægidius Estrix vehe- 
mently inveighs against 
eter van BIlSCUlll, a Divine of 
Gaunt, who in his' Instruction' had remitted Joung di. 
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vines to the Pathers to learn the Christian doctrine from 
them. And N uetus the Jesuit likens those writers of 
controversy, who, passing by the Scripture, betake them- 
selves to the Fathers, to thieves and rogues, who deserting 
the cities flee into thick woods that they may more se- 
curely hide themselves."1 
In fact, our opponents when brought to the point are 
compelled to admit the uncertainty of their boasted "ca- 
tholic consent." "\V e, for our parts," says 1\lr. Newman, 
speaking on this subject, "have been taught to consider 
that faith in its degree as well as conduct must be guided 
by probabilities, and that doubt is ever our portion in t!lis 
life . . . we are but striking a balance between difficulties 
existing on both sides." 2 And therefore they have very 
little difficulty when" striking the balance" to make it pro or 
con in any particular case according to their own taste 
and convenience. And the refuge which they have pro- 
vided for themselves against an objector is twofold, first 
that if this "consent" be not admitted, notwithstanding 
its uncertainty, as a sufficient foundation for faith to rest 
upon, we shall be left without any ground for believing 
the Scriptures to be the word of God, a statement for 
which the sceptics of the day will no doubt feel greatly 
obliged to them; and secondly (to make all right) that faith 
means belief upon imperfect and uncertain evidence; both - 
which propositions we shall consider in the next chapter, 
but we notice thcm here that the reader may know how 
far our opponents themselves have been driven towards 
the admission of the doctrine for which we have been con- 
tending in this chapter. 
So far, then, from shrinking from such a charge as that 
which Placette brings against the church of Home for 
patronizing such doctrines, namely, that. of "incurable 
scepticism," -:\Ir. Newman at once avows that such is his 
state of mind, and that he is so fully conscious of the in- 


I Incur. SCCl't. of Church of Rome, c. 3. 
2 Leet. p. 129. 
"e also pp. Ii!' ami 3
!}. 
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sufficiency of the grounds upon which his faith rests, that 
he feels that" doubt is ever his portion in this life." The 
reader will do well to consider ,,,,hether he is desirous 
that such should be !tis OlEn portion, and if not, to take 
heed how he embraces sentiments which, by the confes- 
sion of t.heir authors, will lead him to it. 


SECT. VII.-THE RIVAL APPEALS MADE TO PATRISTICAL 
TRADITION IN ANTIENT TIMES ON SEVERAL OF THE 
MOST Il\IPORTANT POINTS, GROUNDED UPON TE8TIMONIES 
MANY OF WHICH WE DO NOT NOW POSSESS, MUCH RE- 
DuCE THE VALUE OF ANY PARTIAL CONSENT WE MAY 
FIND ON SUCH POINTS IN THE WORKS THAT REl\IAIN TO 
us. 


"V E must now proceed to observe that the claim made 
to catholic consent in favour of the orthodox fhith is op- 
posed by the rival claims of antient heretics to a portion 
at least of patristical tradition in their favour. And as 
they possessed the writings of the Fathers to a far greater 
extent and in a far more correct state than we now do, it 
is impossible for us precisely to determine what grounds 
they mayor may not have had for such an appeal. 
And in noticing this point, I must caution the reader 
against the misrepresentations that are so common on this 
subject. l\Iany seem to take it for granted that those 
who did not receive the orthodox doctrine are to be set 
down as men who had not common l.onesty, and uttered 
falsehoods ,,,-ithout hesitation; which, however true it may 
he of some, is not to be assumed of all of them. l\Iore- 
over, the Romani
ts, to answer their own purposes, almost 
always represent the heretic::, ':1s men who admitted that 
their views were new and that they could plead no sanc- 
tion for them iu anti(luity, and '" ho appeaJclI only to 
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Sel"Ïpture; and our opponents (somewhat strant;ely for men 
who profess so much knowledge of antiquity) evidently 
proceed upon the same notion, either from having fallen 
into the Romish snare, or from having been misled by 
their great master the monk of Lerins, who misrepresents 
this matter as much as the Romanists. For he universally 
represents the heretics as appealing only to Scripture, and 
bringing forward what they knew and confessed to be new 
doctrines, repudiating any appeal to antiquity, and yet with 
an inconsistency not uncommon in such writers, tells us 
with respect to some of those heretics, that they " com- 
monly lay hold of some rather darkly expressed writings 
of one antient Father or other, which by reason of the 
obscurity may seem as it were to make for their opinion, 
to the end they may be thought, whatsoever, I know not 
what, they bring forth to the world, neither to have been 
the first that so taught, neitlter alone of tlwt opinion," (
 7,) 
and accuses them (not without reason probably as it re- 
spected many) of corrupting the writings of the Fathers, 
(
 28,) forgetting that if they repudiated any appeal to 
antiquity, they would not have given themselves the 
trouble to do this; and with respect to N estorius, he 
pens the following downright 1llisstatement; that he 
" boasted that he was the FIRST and only man who under- 
stood the Scriptures, and that all others were ill ignorance, 
u'/liclt before his days, in their office of teachers, had ex- 
pounded tlte dit,ine sayings, t!tat is, all priests, all coufessors 
({nd martyrs, of wI 10m some /wd expounded God's law, others 
allowed und believed them so e:cpoullding: to conclude, he 
maintained that the whole clwrclt both now doth err, and 
always had erred, because as be thought she had followed 
and was following ignorant and erroneous doctors." (
32.) 
K ow it is notorious that N estorius and his followers have 
always maintained that their doctrine had been handed 
(lown from the earliest times of the Christian church. It 
is painful to see such statements made in defence of the 
truth. .And it is not the only one of this kind which Yin- 
('cntius has made. A statement of the sa111e kind and 
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even much more incorrect is made hy him with respect to 
Agrippinus on the question of the rebaptization of here- 
tics,! as we have already seen. 
On this head, then, we remark, in the first place, that 
the appeal of the early heretics was very frequently made 
not to Scripture, but to their own corruptions of Scripture, 
or to Scripture mutilated to serve their purposes. 
Thus J\;larcioll mutilated the gospel of Luke, and re- 
moved from 
t. Paul's Epistles all those things that were 
contrary to his views, and rejected some whole books. 2 
And Tertullian speaking of these corruptions of Scrip- 
ture as common among the heretics, says-" They who 
purposed teaching a different doctrine were compelled by 
necessity to make alterations in the documents that de- 
liver the doctrine. For they could not otherwise have 
taught a different doctrine unless they had different do- 
cuments to teach with. As their corruption of doctrine 
could not have succeeded without a corruption of the 
documents that deliver the Christian faith, so our integrity 
of doctrine would not have belonged to us but for the 
integrity of the documents by which the doctrine is ex- 
pressed." 3 
So the author of "The Little Laby1'Ïnth," (sometimes 
attributed to Caius,) speaking of those that followed the 
heresy of Artemon,(who denied the divinity of our Saviour,) 
says,-" They have fearlessly adulterated the Scriptures, 
and have rejected the canon of the antient faith, and have 
ignored Christ; not inquiring what the divine Scriptures 
say, [showing what he thought they ought to have done] 
but labouring diligently to find out what kind of syllogism 
might be discovered for the confirmation of their impiety. 
They have fearlessly laid their hands upon the 
divine Scriptures, saying that they have amended them." 


I See c. 9. 
2 Iren. Adv. hær.lib. i. c. 27. ell. l\Iass. c. 29. ed. Grab. and lib. iii. c. 12. 
Tertull. Adv. .Marc. Jib. iv. and v. Epiphan. in hær. l\'Iarcionit. 
3 Tertull. De rræ
cr. c. 38. See the original under Tertullian in c. 10. 
helow. 
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And he goes on to say, that anyone who will inspect 
their copies will at once see the proof of this from the 
way in which they differed one from another, and because 
they could not point out the copies from which anyone 
of theirs was taken; adding that some of them had 
gone so far as to reject the whole of the Law and the 
Prophets. l 
So Clement of Alexandria accuses the heretics of re- 
fusing to admit some portions of Scripture ,vhich went 
against them, and blamed them not because they reasoned 
from Scripture, but because they caught at words that 
might appear favourable instead of looking to the general 
sense of the passage, and reasoned from a few isolated pas- 
sages instead of taking a general and connected view of 
what Scripture delivered on the subject; 2 a fault which, 
as Tertullian tells us, was common to all the heretics. 3 
Other instances may easily be found. I will add only 
one more, viz., the case of the .:\lanichees, who charged 
the Scriptures with having been corrupted subsequently 
to the times of the Apostles, 4 and rejected all the passages 
that were opposed to their here3Y. 5 And they who look 
further into the matter, will find that in the appeals of 
heretics to Scripture, there was generally sume slippery 
dealing with Scripture of this kind. 
Nay, tlley were many of them noted for cZl'terring men 
from the stud!! of the Scriptures. 
For Eutherius, after an emphatic exhortation to men 
to search for the truth in the 8criptUl.es, which we shall 
notice elsewhere, lays it down, as one mark of heretics, 
that they are glad to keep men from the 
criptures;- 
"They who desire," he say
, "to be judges in their own 
cause, drive men from the Scriptures, under the pretext, 


I Euseb. Hist. Eccles. lib. v. c. 2ft Routh, Reliq. Sacr. vol. ii. pp. 10-12. 
2 Clem. Alex. Strom. lib. vii. p. 891. ed. I'otter. 
3 His tribus capitulis totum instrumentum utriusque Testamenti volunt 
cedere, cum oporteat secundum plura intelligi pauciora; sed propTåum hoc 
est omnillm ItæreticoTllm. Tertull. Adv. Prax. c.20. p. 511. cd. 1664. 
4 
ee August. De utile credo c. 3. tom. 8. co!. 49. 

 
ee August. COlltr. Fau:.t. libr. xi. c. 2, tom. 8. col. "JIB. and hær. 46. 
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indeed, of not daring to penetrate into their mysteries a
 
inaccessible; but, in truth, in order to avoid their con- 
demnation of their own false doctrine." 1 
And so Tertullian calls them "men that fly from the 
light of the Scriptures." 2 
And Basil brings this as an especial charge against dIe 
Arians, that it was "always their great care not to teach 
simple souls from the divine Scriptures, but to circumvent 
the truth by human philosophy."3 
But further; and this is what I am here more particu- 
larly concerned to show; they were in the habit of appeal- 
ing to pat1.istical tradition as in their favour. 
Thus Irenæus tells us of the heretics of his time, "when 
they are reproved from the Scriptures, they immediately 
begin to accuse the Scriptures themselves; as if they were 
not correct, nor of authority, and that they are not con- 
sistent; and t 
at tlte truth cmtnot be found out from tllent, 
by tllOse 'Who are ignorant of traditioll." 4 So far, then, 
from heing opposed to tradition, it seems that they were 
as great sticklers for it, as our opponents; and accord- 
ingly we find Irenæus, in order to 'refute tltem upon their 
O"ll"n ground, proceeding to show them that tradition was 
against them, as well as Scripture; for which he has been 
himself set down by the Romanists, and our opponents, 
as one of the great champions for the necessity of tradi- 
tion; with what truth, we shall see more fully hereafter. 
And so, elsewhere, he tells us of the J\Iarcosians 5 and 


I '01 ßOV}..OP.EJlOt 7"a 
uvrCAJJI "PWEtJl U7rEtP-YOV(Tt 7"CAJV -ypa.<þwv, 7rpOtþWTEt P.EII 7"OV 
p.-q KaTaTO}..p.OJI, &s a7rpOalTCAJJI. 7"1] ()E aÀ.1]BEla &rrEp TOV q>EV-YEW 7"011 E
 avrCAJV 
EÀ.E-YXOII 7"1]S OIKEIUS I((1JCO()O
las. Euther. Serm. 2. Inter Theodor. Ope ed. 
Schulze, tom. v. p. 1] 26. 
2 Lucifugæ isti Scripturarum. Tertull. De reBUff. carnis, c. 47. p. 354. 
3 Tovro -yap avrots aft EuTtIl E7rIP.E}..ES, p.1] EK TCAJII BEtCAJJI -ypacþCAJII ()t()WTKEIV 7"as 
aKEpaJO'rEpas IjIvxas, aÀ.}..' liK 7"1]S E
CAJeEV (J'orþtas 7rapaKpovE(J'Bal 'T1]1I aÀ.1]BnuJI. 
ßasiI. Ep. 8. ed. ßened. tom. iii. p. 81. 
4 Cum enim ex ScripturiB arguuntur in accuBationem convertuntur ipsarum 
Scripturarum, quasi non recte habeant, neque sint ex authoritate, et quia varie 
sint dictæ. et quia non possit ex hit! inveniri vcritas ab Jlis qui nesciant tra- 
ditionem. Adv. hær. iii. 2. 

 Lih. i. c. 20. eù. 1\IR
. c. J7. ed. GrRh. 
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Carpocratians 1 in particular, that they pretended a tradi- 
tion in favour of their notions. 
And Clement of Alexandria informs us that Valen- 
tin us, 1\Iarcion, and Basilides, all professed to preach 
what was delivered by l\Iatthias;2 and that the followers 
of Basilides boasted that their master was a pupil of 
Glaucias, the amanuensis of Peter; and those of Valen- 
tinus, that their master was taught by Theodas, a friend 
of Paul. 3 
And Ptolemy, the Valentinian, expressly asserts that 
their doctrine was deri ved from Apostolical tradition, 
handed down to them by a successional delivery from the 
Apostles. 4 
And so usual was it for heretics to prefer this claim, 
that Jerome says of them, generally, that they were ac- 
customed to say,-" 'Ve are the sons of those wise men 
who, from the beginning, have delivered to us the doc- 
trine oft.he Apostles;" 5 and he contrasts them with those 
who derive their knowledge from Scripture. 6 
It is quite true, that the tradition pleaded by these he- 
retics, was of a different kind to that claimed by Irenæus, 
TertuUian, and Origen, for tbat whicI
 they delivered as 
the substance of the faith taught by the Apostles; because 
the former was a tradition handed down by certain pri- 
vate individuals only; whereas the latter was affirmed to 
be the tradition of all the Apostolical churches; but, ne- 


1 Lib. i. c. 25. c(l. 
Iass. c. 24. cd. Grab. 
2 T7]1I MaTeCOV avxwcn 7TporrcryEa'Oal lb
av. Clem. AI. Strom. lib. vii. p. 900. 
(cd. Potter.) 
3 Kaea7/"Ep ð BaqIÀfll)17
, lCav rÀavlClaJI f7TI"YpacþT/TU.1 l)1l)aqlCaAOII, cds avxovow 
aVTO!, TOll nfTpOV 
p{.l7]lIfa. WS aÓTws l)f leal Ova.ÀfJlTIlIOJl E>fo1)al)1 WCr,ICOfJlal (leg. 
E>fol)a l)17]lC7]lCofllal, Potter et al.) !þfPOVUIlI. "YJlWPIP.OS l)' oÓTos f')'f"Y OJlfl navÀou. 
J
jb. ,ii. p. 8!JB. 
4 Mu.e1]U7] "Yap, E>fOU l)1l)OJlTOS, f
17
 leal T7]V TOvrou apX7j1l Tf Kal "Yfllll1]aW, a
cou. 
{.IfJl7j T7]S A7rOUTOÀIICT/
 7Tapal)oufw
, 7}1I flC l)lal)oXT/S Kal 'Ý}{.IflS 7rapflÀ7]tþa{.lfll. {.IfTa 
Kal TOV leaJIOlIlUal 7TavTas TOV
 ÀO')'OVS 1'7] TOU 
WT7]pOS l)1l)aqKaÀla. Ptol. Ep. ad 
Floram, ape Epiph. Ad,-. hær. h. 33. 
 7. p. 222. cd. ]622. 

 Filii SUffillS sapicntium qui ah initio doctrinam nohis apostolicam tradide- 
runt. IIicron. Cumm. in b. ('. 19. tom. 4. c. 293. ed. ,rail. tom. 3. c. 13-1. 
l,II. Ben. 
t> I h. 
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vertheless, it is evidence to an opponent, as far as it goes, 
against the universality of the orthodox doctrine; and 
evidence which it is not fair altogether to keep out of 
sight, and say that the heretics did not dare to appeal to 
tradition, for that it was altogether against them, and 
rested upon interpretations of Scripture, which they ac- 
knowledged to be new. The cause of truth gains nothing 
by such statements. 
And these claims must be judged by us, in a measure, 
upon their own merits; because, though the testimony of 
a few contemporary authors, whose writings we possess, 
affords very strong evidence against them, this evidence is 
not conclusive. 'Vhat we want is divine testimony; and 
when professing Christians are divided among themselves 
as to what is the truth, it is useless to attempt to affix the 
title of a divine informant to the testimony of anyone 
portion of them, however large it may be. 
But still further; the appeals of the heretics to patris- 
tical tradition, were not all of this kind, but often of a 
more general nature; and especially in those questions 
which arose at a later period of the church, and with 
which alone almost we are concerned at the present day, 
I mean those connected with the .A.rian, N estorian, Pe. 
lagian, and such like controversies. 
From a fragment of a writer on the orthodox side, who 
wrote as early as the commencement of the third cen- 
tury, (the fragment is preserved to us by Eusebius,) we 
find that the followers of Artemon, who denied the divi- 
nity of our Saviour, claimed "all tlte antients and tlte 
ApostLes tltemselves as in favour of their views;" and JlJain- 
tained that their doctrine, which they call "the truth of 
the Gospel," was" preserved until the times of Victor." 1 
'Ve have already quoted the passage more at length 
above, and have seen how the claim was met by their 
orthodox opponent; and in dealing with the opponents of 
the orthodox doctrine, should remember with him that our 


1 EU5eb. H. E. v. 28. Routh, Reli(l. Sacr. vol.:!. 1'p. 7, 8. :See II. 236 
above. 



NO DIYINE INFORl\fA'KT. 


aU7 


eviòence on t.he contrary side, is only evidence of the same 
nature; that is, resting upon the testimony of a few indi- 
viduals; and not be hasty in stopping the mouths of our 
adversaries with a claim to a divine informant. I believe 
that the claim of these heretics was an impudent asser- 
tion, diametrically opposed to the facts of the case; but 
one great reason whJ I believe it to be so, is from tIle 
fact that Scripture clearly maintains the opposite doc- 
trine. 
The similar claims of succeeding heretics were of a still 
more plausible kind, being connected with questions 
which had not previously been the subjects of public dis- 
cussion ; and on which, tllerefore, the earlier Fathers had 
not in general spoken clearly and determinately. 
Thus Arius and his party confidently appealed to pa- 
tristical tradition as in their favour. 
In the Letter to Alexander, written by Arius and his 
earliest followers, they call his doctrine "the faith which 
we have received from our ancestors." 1 And in a frag- 
ment preserved by Atllanasius, Arius uses the following 
language ;-" According to the faith of the elect of God, 
those to whom God hath given intelligence, holy children, 
orthodox, and who have received the Holy Spirit of God, 
I have learned these things from those who are partakers 
of wisdom, polished, taught of God, and in all things wise. 
Being of the same mind with them, I have closely fol- 
lowed their footsteps," &c. 2 
Two of these are mentioned by their orthodox oppo- 
nents, in or<.ler to exculpate them from the charge of sup- 
porting Arianism; viz., Origen 3 and Dionysius of Alex- 
andria. 4o The defeuce of the latter by Athanasius, 5 is 


I 'H 7I"IUTU -hP.WJI 7} fK 7I"pO')'OJlWJI. Epiphan. Adv. hær. h. 69. 
 7. tom. I. p. 
732. ed. 1622. 
2 KaTu 7I"IUTIJI fKÀfK7'WII C3fOU, <TUllfTWJI C3fOU, 7I"W/)WII å')'IWJI, Ope07'OP.WII, á')'loJl 
C3fOU 7I"Jlfup.a Àa!3oll'TwJI, TOOf fp.a6oJl f')'W')'f lnro TWJI <T04>'7}S P.fTfXOII'TWJI, C/.(J'7'flWJI, 
Ðf01i,/)aJCTWJI, KaTa 7I"C/.JI'Ta <To4>WJI Tf. TOvrWJI KaT' 'XJlOS 7]À6oJl eyw !3alJlwJI óp.o1io
ws, 
fr. T. À. Athanas. orate la. contra Arian. 
 5. tom. i. 1'1'. 408, 9. ed. Belled. 
3 Socrat. Hist. Eccl. iv. 21. 
., Athanas. De Sent. Dionys. Ope tom. i. pp. 243 &5. 
Ih. 
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unanswerable; but this very case shows tbat it is impos. 
sible to expect to obtain the catholic consent of the 
Fathers, upon a point not under di
cussio:n in their time; 
for Athanasius himself allows 1 that the passage cited hJ 
the Arians would, if it had stood alone, have decided the 
appeal in their favour. It was a passage written in tbe 
heat of controversy against an opposite error to that of 
Arius; but it so happened that Dionysius ,vas called upon 
to explain his views more fully on the point, on account 
of the misapprehension his statements had caused; and 
he satisfactorilJ showed that he held no such views as 
those of Arius. But how many would there be who, 
having expressed themselves thus unwarily, might never 
have been called upon to give any further explanation, 
and whose statements, therefore, would seem to favour 
the views of Arius? Nay, we have found that this is, in 
fact, the case, even with some authors whose writings 
remain to us. ,rhat becomes, then, of catholic consent, 
in such a case? \Ve maJ say, indeed, that such state- 
ments are to be accounted for as those of DionJsius; aud 
this may be very true; but those who are inclined to the 
opposite doctrine are, of course, justified in interpreting 
the expressions they find, as they stand; anù it is only 
trifling with them and ourselves, to demand that they JJe 
interpreted according to our views, and then boast of ca- 
tholic consent. It is one thing to be able to account for 
the statements of many of the early Catholic Fathers, 
when they seem to deviate from strict orthodoxy, and 
show that they may be reconciled with the assertion of 
their having held the true doctrine, by a consideration of 
the circumstances of the ease, and therefore tl1at it is pro- 
bable that their meaning was orthodox; and another to 
maintain that that, and no other doctrine, is clearly and con- 
sistently maintained in their writings, and challenge their 
consent ill its favour. 'Ve shall find, indeed, practicaUy 
that we are continually called upon in the writings of the 
Fathers, to make allowances for the heat of opposition to 
Ih. p. 246. and 1'('(' TIaf'il. Ep. ad 'fa \. Ep. !I. E.l. TIl'n. t(lm. :t p. !HI. 
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the controversy they were engaged in at tbe moment, 
which often led them into expressions verging upon, or 
even decidedly favourable to, opposite errors. And this 
is a fault. which ent.irely prevents the Fathers from bear- 
ing any such consentient testimony as our opponents 
dream of, and peculiarly disqualifies them from perform- 
ing the office of a judge of controversie8. And for the 
same reason, the 
cripture is peculiarly qualified to be so ; 
because, tbough it may not have entered into thp. parti- 
culars of the point in controversy, it has stated the truth, 
simply and plainly, and without ever having, when con- 
demning one error, verged to the opposite; or, when 
stating a truth, overstated it. The elements which it 
gives us for determining the point in question, are all 
such as, when properly used, lead to the trut.h. There 
are no statements calculated to lead us astray, no repre- 
sentations for which allowances are to be made, either for 
the words used, or for a possible bias of mind or ardour of 
spirit that affected the tone of the instruction given. 
l\Ian)' other testimonies might be brought of the claim 
made by the Arians and Semi-Arians to patristical tradi- 
tion. Auxentius, Bishop of l\Iilan, in his Letter to Va- 
lentinian and Valens, says,-" l\Iy creed is that .in which 
I have been taught from my infancy as I have received 
from the holy Scriptures," proceeding to recite the antient 
(.reed,l and he calls the faith which he defends, (being as 
he allows that which was agreed upon at Ariminum) the 
(.atholic faith, and declares that the catholic bishops had 
always condemned and anathematized the oppo
ite doc- 
trine, which he calls heresy.2 And so Eunomius boasted 
-" 'Ye adhere to those things wllich were demonstrated 
hoth by the saints [or, according to other l\ISS. the. holy 
Fathers] of old and now by us." 3 


I Ex infantia quemadmodum doctus sum sicut accepi de sanctis Scripturis 
cIcdilli. Hilar. Contr. Auxent. 
 ] tOp. co!. ] 
iO. ed. ßeneù. 
2 lb. 
 15.coL l
i
. 
a 'HJ.Lft
 'TOU TE lnro 'TWJI å")'IWII [aL å-YIWJI 71'aTEfJCAJJI] Kal7l'aÀat Kat IIVV {xþ. ?1J.LWJI 
a7l'OðHKJlVJ.LEIIU
 EJ.LJ.LEI'OJITU. ]<;''''\01\1. in R-\sn. Ad,.. Eunc.m. lill. ii. 
 II:. tom. i. 
p. ?i:L ('d. fkn. 
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So the Semi-Arians at the Synod of Antioch in 341 
say, "'V e receive no other faith than that which was pub- 
lished from the beginning ;" 1 and at their Synod at Sardica 
in 347, they use such language as the following; "It is 
our constant prayer, beloved brethren, first that the holy 
and catholic church of the Lord, free from all dissensions 
anù schisms, may everywhere preserve the unity of the 
Spirit and the bond of love by a right faith. . .. Se- 
condly, that the Church's rule, and tile holy tradition and 
judgments of our fathers may remain for ever firm and 
unmoved," 2 &c. And again, " Since therefore we can- 
not depart from tlte tradition of our fat/leTs 3 . . . neither 
do we ourselves receive the aforementioned [i. e. Athana- 
sius and 1\1 arcellus] to the honour and dignity of the 
Church, and we justly condemn those who do." 4 And 
so they speak of themselves afterwards as "adhering to 
the laws of God and tlte traditions of their fat/leTs." 5 
And at their Synod at Ancyra in 358, they speak in 
the same strain still more strongly, "'Y e entreat you, ve- 
nerable Lords and fellow-worshippers," they say in their 
sYl1odic
1 epistle, "that having read these letters, ye will 
em brace firmly the faith delivered to us from our fathers, 
and that you will signify that our faith is agreeable to 
yours; that those who dare to introduce this impiety_ being 
fully assured that we preserve tile faith zeltic1t zee lwve re- 
ceived from the Apostolical times tllrouglt tlle Fathers that 
have inteT1)ened down to our times, as our patrimony, may 
either through shame be turned to the truth, or persist- 
ing may be cut off from the church." 6 


I OVTE a>."A"1}JI 'Two. 7rurrw 7rctpo. 'TTjJl E
 apX'TJf EICTE6ElUCUI Eðf
a.}.I.E'6a. SUCR. H. 
E. H. 7. 
2 U t ecclesiæ regula sanctaque paren tum trar1itio atque judicia in perpetuum 
firma solidaque permaneant. 
3 Quamohrem quoniam a parentum traditione discedere non possumus, &c. 
· Hilarii Fragm. in Ope co!. 1308 and 1319. ed. Bened. 
I Adhærentes legibus Dei traditionibusque paternis. lb. 
6 na.pCLICctll.oVP.EJI ðp.as KlJptO& Tlp.lW'Ta'TOl UV"A"AE&'TDVp'YO& EJI'TVXOJl'TU ðn Epa.U8rJTE 
'T'f} EK 71'a'Tepwv 71'apa(506E&U'f} 71'&U'TEl, Kal &f uvp..<þwJla ðp.&v cþpOJlOVP.EJI &s 7rE7r111'Tflr 
Kap.ev v1rou7Ip.TjJlau6u.&. Iva 7rll.71pOtþOp7leevTu ot 'TIJV UVT'f}V C/.UfßfIUJI E7rE'lI1C/.j'E'lV 
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Similar language is usual at the other 
\.rian Councils.! 
The same chilli:'; we finù to be made by the Aetians 
and l\'lacedonians, wIlD accused the orthodox of intro- 
ducing novelties into the Christian faith; 2 an accusation 
met by Gregory Kyssen by an appeal to Scripture as the 
judge. 3 
And when at the Council of Constantinople, at its ses- 
sion in 383, it was proposed by the Emperor, at the sug- 
gestion of one of the orthodox party, that the matters ill 
dispute between them and the heretics present, viz. the 
Arians, Eunomians and l\Iaceùonians, should be deter- 
mined by an appeal to the writings of the Fathers, these 
. heretics asserted their reverence for the Fathers as - their 
" masters," and many of them were desirous that the points 
in dispute should be so determined, though others objected 
to such a course. The accoant gi\'en by SOCl:ates is as fol- 
lows. The Emperor asks the heretics, "if they respect and 
receive the writings of the doctors that lived before the 
division of the church; anù they having not denied 
that th
y did, but on tlte contrary affirming t!tat they alto- 
getlte'r honoured them as masters,4 the king again enquired 
whether they would follow them as trustworthy witnesses 
of the Chri
tian faith. The leaùers of the sectaries and 
the logici-ms among them, for there were many among 
them well fitted for disputation, doubted what to do. For 
there was a division among them, some saying tltat tlte 
king's proposal 'Was a good one, and others that it was 
not suitable to their ohject. For they were dijferently 


TOll.J.l.WVTU, ðn Ka(JCl.1rfp KlI.7]POV Twa T7]V fK TWV A7Touroll.tKWV xpovwv lita TWV fV 
TW J.l.f:UW axpt Kat -1JJ.l.WV naTfpwv {)7ro(5f
a}J.f:VOt 7TtUTtV tþvlI.acruo}J.f:V, 7] uurxvv8fVTU 
lStop8w87]uovTal, 7] f7Tt}J.fJlOVTH a7roK1JpIJX8WUt T7]f EK"lI.1Jcrtus. Epiphan. ally. Hær. 
h. 7:
. 
 2. tom. i. p. 847. 
I See Socrat. IIi st. Eccl. lih. ii. cc. 19, 30 and 
n. 
2 NfWTfP07TOtOvS l]/Åas Ka. "atVOTop.oVS Kcn ftþfvpfTas pf/J.l.aTWV Kat TI "Yap OVXt 
f7rOJlf:t(5tUTWV a7ru"all.ovutJI. R-\
I1.. de 8p. 8. c. 6. 
 13. tOIU. iii. p, 10. And 
G ItEGOIt. 
 \ ::os. Dc Trill. þTope init. tOIU. ii. l'p. 439, 440. ed. 1615. 
3 Greg. Nyss. ut supra. \Ve slmll notice the passage more particularly 
hereaftcl'. See c. 10. 
4 navv TtJ.l.all avrovf &.
 Kae'1J'Y'T/Taç. 
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affected towards tlte books of tlie antients; 1 and they no 
longer agreed one 'with the other, and they were divided, 
not only some sects towards others, but those of the same 
lleresy among themselves;" and he proceeds to say that 
in consequence of this diversity of opinion the Emperor 
ordered each party to present their creed to him. 2 The' 
appeal to the Fathers therefore, though declined by some, 
was by others willingly accepted. . 
And we are told by the learned Henry 'Yharton, tlJat 
" EUIlomius, the heretic, in his Apology, extant in l\IS. 
in St. l\Iartin's Library, everywltere pleadetlt tlte tradition 
of precedent ages, and professeth to foIlow that as his only 
rule of faith. 'I t is necessary,' saith he, , for those who 
treat of matters of faith, setting before them the holy 
tradition which hath all along obtained from the times of 
the Fathers, as a rule and canon, to make use of this 
accurate rule to judge of those things which shall be said.' 3 
Aftf'rwards }woposing his blasphemous opinion about the 
Holy Ghost, he introduceth it with this Preface;
 'Exactly 
following tlte doctrine of tlte Holy Fathers, and receiving 
it from them, we believe,'" &c. "This, then," he adds, 
" was the artifice and practice of the ancient heretics. 
'Vhat the practice of the Catholic Fathers was in op. 
})osing these heretics, or establishing any necessary arti- 
cle of faith; that they accounted Scripture to be tlte onl!! 
adequate rule of faith, and to contain ilL express and plain 
words all things necessary to be believed; that they rejected 
all articles which could not be thence deduced as spuriou:; 
and false, or at least ullcertain and unnecessary; and 
always asserted the sufficiel/cy of Scriptll're, I will not here 


I AÀÀOL CtÀÀws HXOJf 'lI'fpL 'Ta ßIßÀla Tl.)Jf'll'u:AaLWJI. 
2 Socr. Hist. Eccl. v. 10. ed. Reall. tom. ii. p. ?73. 
3 AJla-YKaw" ð' IcrCAlS 'TO US 'lI'fp' 'TOVTWJI ÀO-YOVS 71'OLOV}A.EJlOV
 . . . 'T7]JI KpuTovcra. JI 
a.JlWefJl EK 'TWJI 'lI'o.TfpWJI fvcrfiß1] 'lI'apaðocrw WCT1rfp 'TIJla -y"w}A.oJla KaL KaJlOJla 'lI'pOflC7'L- 
6f}A.fJlOVS a./(pIßH 'TOVTW crVYXWPfiLJI XP1]cr6aL KPL'T7]PLW 'lI'pOS 'T7]JI 'TWJf Àf-YO}A.fJlWJI fToI- 
KpLcrW. Apologetic. in fine Prologi. 
4 T1jJl 'TWJf å")'LWJI fJl å7l'acrl cþuÀU'T'TOJl'TfS ðLðacrKuÀICl.JI, 'lI'ap' WJI KaeOJlTfS 
7Tf7l'lCT'TfVKU}A.fV. l'ust mcd. 
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insist to prove; since tltat point 'tat/I. been so often handled 
and cleared by tlte writers of Oilr clwrclt." 1 
The same was the case with N estorius and his favourers 
among the oriental bishops, who claimed patristical tradi- 
tion as in their favour. 
N estorius appealed to the Nicene Fathers, as " those 
holy Fathers who are beyond all praise," 2 and maintains 
that their confession is in favour of his views; 3 and 
when John, bishop of Antioch, wrote to him on the sub- 
ject, to induce him, for the sake of peace, to apply the 
title, mother of God (6eoTOIwç), to the Virgin Mary, as 
being one to which his people were accustomed, and 
which might be understood in a good sense, he admits 
that he had heard from many and common friends, that 
his sentiments were the same with those of the fathers 
and doctors of the church.'
 
And the oriental bishops, who favoured his views at 
the Council of Ephesus, distinctly claim to be considered 
the defenders of the antient faith of the church. "'V e 
are called," they say, in their Petition to the Emperor, 
" to confirm the faith of the holy Fathers." 5 And again; 
"Let not your majesty despise the faith which is cor- 
rupted, into which both you and your progenitors were 
baptized; upun which also the foundations of the church 
are based, for which the most holy martyrs underwent 
with joy innumerable kinds of death; by the aid of which 
also you have overcome the barbarians . . . . For it will 
be destroyed if the doctrine which Cyril has introduced 


I See Pref.Lce to " A Treatise proving Scripture to be the rule of faith, by 
R. Peacock, &c." IGßß. 4to. pp. viii, ix. 
2 Sandi illi et supra omnem prædicationem patres. Concil. Ephes. p. 1 
c. IG. Concil. eu. Par. Hìï 1. tom. iii. coI. 3.30. 
3 Ill. c. 17. ih. co1. 352. 
4 EL "'Yap 7] liiallOLU UOV TOV aVTOV TOLf 71'aTpaUL KaL T'I1f C:KKÀ7]ULaS ðLðaUKa.\oLS 
CÞpOJl'T]P.a:TOf C:XE'TaL, (TOVTO "'Yap ðLa 71'O.\.\WJI KaL KOLJlWJI rþLÀWJI 71'C:pL uov, liC:U1I"OTa, 
p.E'p.a&r]Kap.E'JI) TL .\V1I"H 'TO C:VUc:ßH cþpO/l1]p.cr. KaTa.\À7].\W ollop.un li'T]P.OULE'VUaL. 
Conc. Eph. p. i. c. :!5. ih, col. 389. 
s V ocati sumus ad confirmandam sanctorum patrum fidem. Tertia pet. 
orient. episc. ad Imperat. inter Act. Concil. Eph. ih. cnl. i311. 
DDt 
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into the faith, and other lleretics have confirmed, should 
prevail.! 
Aud again, in their letter to Rufus, bishop of Thessa- 
lonica, having regretted his absence, they add, "For 
your holiness, had you IJeen present, wouM haye appeased 
the tumults that happened, and the disorders perpetrated, 
and would have contended with us against the heresies 
ÏJlfroduced into ale orthodox faith, amI that evangelical 
and apostolical doctrine which tlw children ever receiving 
from tlwir fathers llave cUlweyed down unaltered even to ou'/' 
time.<;." 2 
I t would be easy to add other proofs. 
N or must we forget that the N estorians to this day 
" maintain that the doctrine he [i. e. N estorius ] taught 
was much older than himself, and had been handed duwn 
from the earliest times of the Christian clwrclt." 3 
Pass we next to the Eutychians, who were condemned 
at the Council of Chalcedon, and we shall find that they, 
ill like manner, urged the same claim; maintaining that 
the orthodox Fathers were on their side. 
At the Synod of Constantinople in 4-18, Eutyches him- 
self says,-" I follow the Fathers" . . . . . . . "I have 
read the blessed Cyril, and the other Fat11ers, and the holy 
Athanasius, that they said that he was of two natures 
lJefore the union; but after the union and incarnation, 
they no longer spoke of two natures, but one." 4 


I N e desriciat vestra l\Iajestas fidem quæ adulteratur, in quam et vos bap_ 
tizati estis et vestri progenitores. in quam et ecclesiæ fundamenta sunt jaeta, 
propter quam sanetissimi martyres innumera mortis genera cum voluptate 
susceperunt, cum qua et barbaros vicistis . . . . . . disrumpetur cnim si 
opinio quam C;Yl'iIlus fidei induxit et alii )Iæretici confirmarunt invalescat. 
lb. col. i31. 
2 E7rCWUf "yap av 7rapa"yfJlu}J.EJlr) [i} ur) à"ylwO'VJlr)] /Cal 'Tas "yf"yfVr)}J.EJlaS O'v"YXv- 
UELS, Kal 'Tas 'Tf'Toll.}J.7J}J.fJla'1 a'T
CUS, KU.I O'VV r,}J.tv av KaT"f}"yWJlIUa'TO 'Ta'1 E7rEIO'ax6EL- 
O'a'1 aípEO'EL'1 'T7] opeolio
w 7r10''Tf!, Kat 'T1] fvaYYElI.IK7] Kal a7rOUToll.tlC1} litliaO'lCall.t a, 
7,JI 7ralliu 7raf'a 7ra'TEpWJI aft lifXO}J.fVOt }J.fXPI'1 1}}J.WJI TU!JT1]V 7rapf7rf}J.1}av. Ep. 
Orient. Ep. ad Rufum. lb. co!. 736, 7. 
3 l\losheim. Eccl. Hist. Cent. v. p. 
. c. .5. S l
. Engl. I'd. 18
G. vol. ii. 
p.67. 
4 AKoll.OIJOw 'TOL<; na'TpaO'tV . . . E"yw aVE"yJlWV 'T,1I1 }J.c1.IcaptOv KVpt^^OII leal 7WJI 
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And in his Letter to Pope Leo, after his condemnation 
at this Synod, he strongly urges the testimony of the 
Fathers in his favour. 
So, also, in his Petition to the Synod (or rather, Council) 
of Ephesus, in 449, he says,-" I hold all the holy Fathers 
equally with your holinesses as orthodox and faithful, and 
have taken them as my masters; anathematizing l\Ianes, 
Valentinus, Apolinarius and N estoril1s, and all the heretics 
up to Simon l\Iagus." 1 
And at this Synod, where the confession of Eutyches 
was received as orthodox, Dioscorus, the }wesident, who 
favoured Eutyches, admonished the bishops present, at 
the commencement of the proceedings, that they were to 
consider whether the views advanced by the Eutychians, 
were ngreeable to what had been ordained by tlte Italy 
Fathers. 2 
And when the monks who sided with Eutyches were 
asked by Dioscorus, H respecting the presence of the 
Saviour in the flesh, Are your views the same as those of 
the blessed Athanasius, and the blessed C)'l'il, and the 
hlessed Gregory, and all the ortltod().r: bishops?" 3 their 
leader, Eleusinus, replied, " 'Ve are all of the same mind 
with both the holy Fathers that met at Nicæa, and those 
who were a
sell1Lled here [i. e. at Ephesus, at the Third 
General Council]." 4- 
And in the Council of Chalcedon, Carosus, and tbe 


all.lI.wII 1raTf,pWII Kat TOil å-ywlI A(JuvauwlI, ðn fK ð
o P.fV fþllUfWV fUl'Oll 7rpO 'T7]S 
fVWUfWS, p.era lif 'T7]V fllWUtV Kat 'T7]II l1apKwUtV OIlKfn ðllo fþllUfLS fL7rOV uÀÀa p.taJl. 
Concil. Constant. Aet. 7. Inter Act. Conc. Clmlc.. Concil. tom. Í\. col. 2
ß. 
I naJI'Tus 'TOilS åj'LOIIS 1ra7fpas, 
S Kat 7] ÕP.C:'TfpU 6fOUfßEla, op60lio
0lls fLXOV Kai 
1rtU'TOIIS, /Cat /)tliWTKall.olls c:p.alfTw f6c:p.7]V, a"aec:p.anf",," Mav7111, Ball.fVTlJlOJl, A1roll.t- 
IIapWII, Kat NfCTTOPWII, Kat 7rUVTaS TOilS aípfTLKOIIS 
WS 1tp.wvos TOil p.aj'oll. lb. coI. 
136. 
:l XP71 'TOtJlUJI fKftlla 'Ta avafþllfvTa 1rpO'TfpUJI f1JT7]e7]Vai, Kat 7]p.a.s lioKtp.aUat ft 
ullllwlia 'TV)'XI.l.VOIIUt 'TOtS optUefLUt 1rapa 'TWII å-ytwJI 7rarc:pwJI. I h. coI. 121.1. 
3 nc:pt T7]S C:/lUapKOII 'TOil 1W'T7]poS 1rapollUtas oÍYrw 4>pOllfL'Tf 
S ð p.axapws A6alla- 
UtOS /Cat Ó p.axapWS KllplÀÀOS Kat Ó p.axapWS rp7]-YOpWS Kat 1ravrc:s 01 upeolio
ot 
f1rtUK07rDt I h. coL "2Î!), "2ß
. 
4 nUJl'TH o&rw fþPOIIOVP.fII, 
)" Ken oi fV Nt/(ata UUVc:lI.OOVTH KUt 01 fll'Tall6a UllllfL- 
ÀEÎ'I'
IIOL å-ywt 7raTEpn. 1 h. co!. :.!I.I:.!. 
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other Eutychian leaders, declare individuaIly ;-" l\Iy 
faith is that of the three hundred and eighteen bishops 
tllat were at Nicæa, in which I \vas baptized. I know no 
other." 1 
To these we lllight add the case of the Pelagians, who 
notoriously claimed the sup}Jort of primitive Fathers. 2 
Nay, Lactantius tells us that all heretics reckoned 
themselves to be the best Christians, and their own church 
to be the catholic church. 3 
And Salvian, speaking of heretics, says, "They are he- 
retics with us, not in their own estimation. For they so 
completely reckon themselves to be catholics, that they 
decry us as heretics. 'Yhat, therefore, they are with us, 
that we are with them."4 
It is quite clear, then, that all these heretics considered 
that patristical tradition was in their favour. And there- 
fore I doubt whether it was wise in Dr. 'Vaterland (to 
w hose learned and valuable labours in proof of the great 
preponderance of the evidence in favour of the or tho- 
<lox faith, we are deeply indebted,) to bring- forward 
the charges of novelty made by some of the orthodox 
against the Arians, and while he is altogether silent as 
to the similar charges made on the other side, quote these 
as an undeniable PROOF that Arianism 'leas a complete 
novelty,5-especially when he nUlst have been fully aware 
that even a worse heresy, on the same point, had long 
before fonnd its defenders among Christians. 6 


I T7Jv TWV TpLCl.ICOl1IWV /)EKaoKTw TWV Ell NLKaLa j'E:VO/.lfVWJI 7rCl."TfPWJI 7r1l1'T1J1, fJl 7} 
KUI fßCl.7rTLl161]J1, ol15a. f7rfiL fj'W u.l\
71v 7rLl1TLV OVK oll5a. Cone. Chalced. Act. 4. 
11>. col. 530. 
2 See Whitak. De pecc. orig. lib. ii. c. 2. 
3 Singuli quique cætus hæreticofum se potissimum Chrif>tianos et suam esse 
Catholicam ecclesiam putant. Div. Inst. lib. iv. c. ult. 
4 Apud nos sunt hæretici, apud se non 8unt. N am in tantum 8e catholicos 
esse judicant, ut nos ipso8 titulo hæreticæ appellationis infament. Quod ergo 
illi nohis sunt, hoc nos iIlis. SAL \"1.,1.:\'. De Gub. Dei. lib. v. prope init. eù. 
] 669. p. ) 00. 
5 See the Prefilce to his Second Defence. 
Ii In the :same place he has suffercd himself to raIl into a miS8tatement re- 
Si,ecting the conduct uf thc hcretit:s at Constantinoplc, with rcgard tu the 
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These charges, being reciprocal, prove nothing on 
either side. And when we come to investigate the actual 
evidence producible from the writings that remain to us, 
we find the true state of the ca
e to be, that the Fathers 
often wrote hotly and hastily, and consequently incor- 
rectly: and therefore may be quoted in almost all the 
great questions of doctrine that have agitated the church 
since the very earliest period, on both sirles. This is the 
case even with those writings that have been preserved 
to us; and these, it must be recollected, form but a few of 
those that were published, especially of the earlier ages. 
And hence it was that so many heresies (as an antient 
writer tells us) brought forward passages of the Fathers 
in their defence; and that Eusebius, in his defence of 
Origen, was able to give very many testimonies of pre- 
ceding Fathers in favour of some of his errors. 1 
Let me not, however, be misunderstood in the above 
remarks. I am very far from meaning to convey the idea 
by them, that the heretics had such support in the writings 
of the primitive Fathers as they often boasted of. l\Iy 
conviction is that they had not. And I maintain that an 
accurate examination of the writings of the primitive 
l
athers will prove to any impartial enquirer, that the 
'lL"eigltt of patristical testimony is beyond comparison in 


writings of the Fathers. Having given a long extract from Socrates, showing 
the nature of the proposal made, he stops precisel;y at the point where the re- 
ccption given to the proposal is narrateù, and contents himself with giving the 
following account of it. "\Vhereupon the heads of the different sects were at 
first much confounded and diviùed among themselves, some commending what 
the Emperor had proposed, and others not. hut, in conclusion, they ALL chose 
rather to rest the cause solel;y on logical disputation, than upon the testimo- 
nies of the ancients.'. (1'1'. 13,14.) And in his ehapter" on the use and value of 
ccclesiastical antiquit;y," in his" Importance of the ùoctrin!) of the IIol;y Tri- 
nity," he alluùes to it again as a proof that the heretics, whcn practically 
brought to the test, ùeclined the appeal to patristical tradition. (\V orkt!, vol. 5. 
pp. 324, .1).) This it! clearly a mi:srepresentation of the matter. bccause the 
heretics in quet!tion assertelt that the;y "highl;y honoured the Fathers as their 
masten! ;" and whcn put to the test, a p(JTtiOl
 of them (large or small, we know 
not) were still willing and lJ(':sirous to be judged b;y the tradition of the Fathen;. 
Such statemcnts are to be regretteù. In the enù the;y prcjuùicc the eause of 
truth. 
I Auctor Synud. ..\Ù v. Trag. Ircn. c. 19U, in Routh, RelitJ. S. 'ul. iii. p. 
G7 . 
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favour of the orthodox faith. But my object is to show 
to those who are claiming antiquity, as if it were obviously 
and exclusively in their favour, and putting forth preten- 
sions to such a catholic consent as can never be proved, 
and, in fact, never existed; and asserting that the heretics 
could find nothing favourable to their views in the 
writings of the preceding Fathers, and even (as some do) 
declaring that they rejected all appeals to antiquity; and 
resting the claims of the orthodox faith to our belief upon 
such a foundation, to beware how t1JeY take such ground, 
and especially how they make that supposed consent the 
sole authorized interpreter of Scripture, and tell us that 
Scripture cannot be unJerstooJ without it. The preceding 
extracts (and many more to the same purpose might 
easily be added) abundantly show that the Ari
ms, N es- 
torians, and others, claimed patristical tradition in their 
favour, as much as their opponents; and inveighed 
against the novelties and lte1"esies of their opponents, and 
their opposition to the sentiments of the "catholic 
church," as strongly as the orthoùox. 
'ViII it be said that they all made this claim without 
any foundation for it? It may, by men wedded to a 
hypothesis, or by hot and injudicious controversialists. 
But I suspect that men of cooler judgment, when they 
come to view the whole case, will t.ake different ground; 
and content tllemselves with maintaining that, taking the 
writings of the early Fathers as a whole, there is very 
strong testimony to be found in them in favour of the 
orthodox faith, and that passages which appear favourable 
to views which did not come into discussion till a period 
subsequent to the date of those passages cannot always be 
taken as proofs that the writer supported those views, be- 
cause, not having those views in his mind, he might easily 
have expressed himself incautiously, especially if he was 
writing in opposition to a contrary prevailing error. So 
far we are on safe and immovahle ground. And such, as 
it appears to me, is all the aid we could naturally and rea- 
sonahly expect from the writing::; of the Fathers. But 
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beyond this our claims are llH're assertions; assertions 
which if true could not be proved, and which are in reality 
contrary to the plain facts of tl)e case. 


SECT. VIII.-WHAT THE TRACTATORS CALL" CATHOLIC CON- 
SENT" IS NOT TREATED BY THEItlSELVES IN ItIA"NY CASES 
AS AFFORDING ANY SUFFICIENT PROOF OF THE DOC- 
TRINES so SUPPORTED. 


To illustrate this subject still further, I will now pro- 
ceed to point out some cases where there appears to be 
what our opponents would call" catholic consent;" and 
which may lead them and others to reflect how far their 
system is characterized by consistency. 
(1.) The doctrine taught by the Fathers of the first 
three centuries as to the Diyine appearances to man under 
the Old Testament dispensation. 
These Fathers seem universally to ascribe all these ap- 
pearances to the Son. And as the principal passages 
have been carefully collected by Dr. Burton, I shall pre- 
sent the reader with his statement ûf them, which pro- 
bably may have more weight with my opponents than 
any catefla of my own. · 
" It was Christ" 110 talked with Adam, Gen. iii. 8, 9, 
where the person is said to be the Lord God. ,
. Theophi1. 
in Autol. ii. 22. Tertull. adv. Prax. c. 16. p. 509. Ire- 
næus iv. 10. p. 239. 
"It was Christ who spoke to Noah, Gen. vi. 13. Irc- 
m-eus iv. 10. 
"It was Christ who went down to confound the tongues 
at Babel, Gen. xi. .5, where it is öaid that it was tile Lord. 
J lIstin 1\1. Dial. cum Tryph. c. 127. p. 220. Tertull. 
ad v . !)rax. c. 1 ô. p. 509. N ovatian. c. 25. p. 723. 
" It was (,hrist who appeared to Abram, and said unto 
him, I am the Almighty Uod, GCll. 
 vii. i. J uslin. .:\1. 
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Dial. cum Tryph. c. 127. p. 220. Clem. Alex. Pæd. i. 7. 
p. 131. 
" It was Christ who appeared to Abraham in the plains 
of 1\Iamre, Gen. xviii. ], where he is called tlte Lord, and 
the Judge of all the eartlt, vel'. 25. Justin. 1\1. Dial. 
cum Tryph. c. 56, p. 152. Clem. Alex. Pæd. i. 7. p. 131. 
Tertull. Adv.l\Iarc. iii. 9. p. 402. Origen. in Gen. Horn. 
iv. 3. 
" It was Christ who rained fire upon Sodom, Gen. xix. 
24. The Fathers particularly mention the expression, 
, then tlte Lord rained upon Sodolll and upon Gomorrah 
brimstone and fire from tlte Lord.' Justin. 1\'1. Dial. cum 
Tryph. c. 56. p. 152: c. 127, p. 221. Irenæus, iii. 6. p. 
180. Tertull. Adv. Prax. 13, 16, p. 507, 509. 
" It was Christ who tempted Abraham, Gen. xxii. Ori- 
gen. in Gen. Horn. viii. 8. Cyp. Test. ii. 5. p. 286. 
"It was Christ who appeared to Jacob, Gen. xxviii. 
13, where the person calls himself' tlle Lord God of 
Abraham and the God of Isaac.' Justin. 1\1. Dial. cum 
Tryph. c. 58. p. 156. Clem. Alex. Pæd. i. 7. p. 131. 
" It was Christ who spoke to Jacob in a dream, Gen. 
xxxi. II, 13, where he calls himself the God of Betltel, 
(see Gen. xxviii. 13, 19.) Justin. M. Dial. cum Tryph. 
c. 58. p. ] 55. Cyp. Test. ii. 5. N ovatian. c. 27. p. 725. 
" It was Christ who wrestled with Jacob, Gen. xxxii. 
2-1, where it is expressly said that he was God, ver. 28, 
30. Justin. 1\1. Dial. cum Tryph. c. 58. p. 155, 156. c. 
125. p. 218. Irenæus p. 239. Clem. Alex. Pæd. i. 7. p. 
132. Concil. Antioch. (Reliq. Sacr. ii. p. 470.) 
" It was Christ who appeared to Jacob, Gen. xxxv. 1, 
9. Justin l\L Dial. cum Tryph. c. 58. p. 155, where he 
says, 'he is called God, and is God, and will be.' Cyp. 
Test. ii. 6. 
" It was Christ W]1O appeared to l\foses in the Bush, 
Exod. iii. 2, where the person calls himself' tlte God nf 
AhralulI/l, the God of Isaac, and tlte God of Jacob;' and 
at vel'. 1-1-, 'I am that I am.' J ustiu. l\I. A pol. i. G2. p. 

u. Dial. CUIll Trypl). c. 60, p. 157. Ircuæus iv. 10, 12. 
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Clem. Alex. Cohort. ad Gent. p. 7. Tertull. Adv. J ud. 
c. 9. p. 194. 
" It was Christ who said to 1\Ioses, (Exod. xx. 2,) " I 
am the Lord thy God which have brought thee out of the 
land of Egypt.' Clem. Alex. Pæd. i. 7. p. 13l. 
" It was Christ who spoke to 1\Ioses, Levit. vi. 1, and 
consequently who delivered the whole of the Law. Ori- 
gen. in Levit. Hom. iv. init. 
" It was Christ who appeared to Joshua near Jericho, 
Josh. v. 13. Justin. 1\1. Dial. cum Tryph. c. 62. p. 
159-60. 
"These instances might be multiplied so as to make 
a volume; but enough perhaps has been said to sltow 
that all tlte Fathers agreed in entertaining the SUllie 
opinion." 1 
But notwithstanding this" catholic consent," Dr. Bur- 
ton adds, "I again repeat that I am not concerned to in- 
quire into the soundness oftltis opinion," which shows that 
he at least did not consider such consent as a sufficient 
proof of the truth of a doctrine, or interpretation of Scrip- 
ture, at any rate, on such a point. He remarks, however, 
very justly, that "the Fathers who held it could not have 
helieved that Christ was a mere man, nor even an angel; 
they assert over and over again that the person who ap- 
peared to the patriarchs could not be an angel, because he 
is called God and Jehovah; and they as expressly assert that 
he who revealed himself as God and Jehovah was not the 
Father, but the Son." "I may add," he observes, "that the 
.1rians openly professed their belief that it was Christ' to 
w 110m the Father said, Let 1lS malw man, &c. who was seen 
ùy the patriarchs face to face, who gave the law and spake 
by the prophets, &c.' (Athanas. De SYllodis, vol. i. p. 740. 
see also p. 74:3.) Eusebius, who has been suspected of 

\.riallism, devotes the fifth book of his DellluJl:}tratio Evall- 
!Jelica to establishing this point. See also this same \\ ork, 
i. 5. p. 11." 


1 Tcstim. of Aute-Kiecllc Fathers to di\inity of Christ. :!l1ù. edit. Ox. 
I :;
u. pp. :w--w. 
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The fact is, the Arians stoutly contended for this opi- 
nion as strengthening their cause, and showing that 
though the Son was God, there was yet some difference 
between the nature of the Son and the Father, and the 
earliest supporters of the opinion that some of these 
appearances might be attributed to the Father are, I 
think, to be found among the opponents of the Arians. 
The Ante-Nicene Fathers, however, very peremptorily 
contended for the former opinion as the only one which 
could be tolerated. 
Thus Justin l\Iartyr, speaking of the appearance to 
l\Ioses at the bush, says, " No one who Ims the least 
understanding will dare to say that the Maker and 
Father of the universe, having left all things that are 
above the heaven, appeared in a little portion of the 
earth." 1 
And elsewhere, that he who appeared to Abraham at 
1\Iamre was sent" by another, who remains always in 
the supercelestial regions, and is seen by no one, and 
never conversed with anyone in his own person, whom 
we look upon as the 1\Iaker and Father of the uni- 
verse." 2 And he says that the Jews, who thought that it 
was God the Father who appeared to Moses, were on that 
account reprehended 1y Isaiah and our Lorel as knowing 
neither the Father nor tIle Son. 3 
The same view is enforced by Theophilus of Antioch, 
in a passage already quoted from him in a pre\Tious 
page. 4 
So al:-;o the bishops assembled at Antioch, against Paul 
of Samosata, affirm that it was Christ who appeared to 


Ou 'TOV 7I'OI7}Tr,V 'TOV ó7I.wv ''"1 7I'aTf:pa KaTaJU7I'OVTa 'Ta VrrEp oupavov á.7I'UVTa EV 
Oll.l-YW -Y7}S }lOpIW 7I'ECþuv8al, 7I'as ÓUTlCTOUV, Kav p.ucpov vouv EXWV, 'Toll.j1.7}CTEI El7I'EIV. 
Dial. cum Tl".rph.
 GO. p. 157. cd. Den. (p. 
83.ed.Col. Hi8S.) 
2 ''f 7rO all.lI.ou 'TOU EV Tots VrrEpoupaVlOlS aEI j1.EVOVTOS, KUI OUBEVI Oiþ8EVTOS 7} bp.l- 
lI.7}uaVTOS <h' 
aUTOU 7I'O'TE, ÓV '1rOI7}'T1JV 'TWV ðll.6JV Kal 7ra'TEpa VOOUj1.f:V. Dial. cum 
Tr.Yl)Il. 
 ,1;6. p. 150. ed. Ben. (eel. Col. p. 275.) The same ,iew is also ex- 
pressed still more strongly in 
 1 
7. p. 220. (ed. Col. pp. 356, 7.) 
3 ApoI. ]a. 
 (j3. p. m. ed. Ben. (ed. CoI. Apol. 2a. p.95.) 
1 See p. 2-18 above. 
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the patriarchs, "sometimes spoken of as an angel, some- 
times as Lord, sometimes as God. For it is impious to 
suppose that the God of the universe is called an angel."! 
So Tertullian observes that the God who appeared at 
various times to men from the beginning, could be no 
other than the 'V ord who was about to become flesh, 
 
and ridicules as an absurdity the supposition that the 
omnipotent invisible God, whom no man hath seen nor 
can see,3 should have walked about in Paradise, adding 
with his usual vehemence, that these things were not to 
be believed concerning the Son of God if they had not 
been written, and perltaps not to be believed of tlte Fatlter 
even tltough they had been written. 4 
And, not to multiply authorities unnecessarily, the same 
view is laid down in the same peremptory terms by 
N ovatian 5 and Eusebius. 6 
I would ask then, Do our opponents consider them- 


I nOTE J1.EII &s aYYEÀOS, 7TOTE ðE &s KVpLOS, 7TOTE ðE SEOS J1.afYT"vpOVJ1.EIIOS. TOil J1.EII 
-yap SEOII TWII ÔÀWII aUEßfS aYYEl\.ov VOJ1.LuaL Kal\.ELu8aL. Syn. Antioch. aùv. 
Paul. Samos. in Routh. Reliq. Sacr. vol. ii. p. 470. 
2 Non alius potuit quam sermo qui caro erat futurus. Adv. Prax. c. xvi. p. 
j09. 
3 Deus omnipotens ille invisibilis quem nemo vidit hominum nee videre 
pote>>t. lb. p. 510. 
4 Scilicct et hæe uec de Filio Dei crcdenda fuis.:.e si scripta non essent, for- 
tassc non credemla de Patre licet ticripta. lb. p. 510. 4\IlÙ see hi:> -treatise 
Aùv. Juù. c. 9. med. 
.j Ecce idcm l\Ioy:oes refert alio in loco, quod Abrahæ visus sit Deus. At- 
IIuin iùem l\Io;y:>es auùit a Deo, quoù Ilemo hominum Deum viùeat ct ,imt. 
Si \ideri non potcst Deus quomodo \isus cst Deus? Aut si visus est, quomodo 
videri non pot est ? Nam et Johannes, Dellln nemo, in quit, vidit ll1nqllam. Et 
Ap()"tolus Paulus, Quem vidit Iwminltm nemo nee videre potest. Sed non uti que 
Scriptum mentitur. Ergo vere visus est Deus. Ex quo intelligi potcst, quoù 
non Pater \Ï:ous sit, qui nunquam visus eit, sed Filius. Dc Trin. c. 26. See also 
c.2.3. 


6 See hi8,Dcmon:otr. Evangel. lib. v. c. 9. p.:!34. (cd. CoI.IG88.) and ce. 13, 
u. pp. 239-41, &.e. If allY PasS:lhe call be produeed from the Ante-Nicelle 
:Fathcrs opposed tu thi:> view, (and I shall not undertake ahsolutcl;y to deny 
the possibility of such a P.l,,:o.\ge bcing founJ,) I have nnly to ohscne that it;:! 
sole effect will be to shift this cxample to the previous head, hut I suspect 
that it will be difficult to du so. 
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selves bound so to interpret Scripture? If they do, it is 
more than Augustine did, for he held that it was probably 
the Father who appeared on some occasions; 1 and evi- 
dently considered, as many others have done since, that 
the view we have shown to have been taken by the 
Ante-Nicene Fathers was an Arian view of the subject. '2 
(2.) The doctrine taught by the Fathers as to the re- 
appearance of Enoch and Elias hereafter on earth from 
the place to which they are translated, (which Irenælls 
tells us, as from apostolical tradition, is the Paradise in 
which Adam was) to wage war with Antichrist. 
"The Presbyters who are the disciples of the Apostles," 
says Irenæus, " say that those who were translated, were 
translated thither, [i. e. to the Paradise in which Adam 
was]." 3 
" Enoch and Elias," says Tertullian, " are translated, 
neither is their death found; that is, it is delayed; but 
they are reserved to die at a future time, that they may 
extinguish Antichrist with their blood." 4 
So Hippolytus tells us that Enoch and Elias are the 
two witnesses spoken of in Rev. xi., who are to prophesy 
360 days clothed in sackcloth. 5 


1 See Augustine, De Trin. lib. ii. ec. 7-10. ed. Ben. tom. viii. 
2 Contr. l\Iaximin. Arian. lib. ii. e. 26. tom. viii. co!. 734 et seq. 
3 IRE
. adv. I1ær. lib. v. c. 5. See al!lo lib. iv. e. ]6. ed. l\Iass. (c. 30. ed. 
Grab.) Augustine intimates the same, De Peccat. Mer. et Remiss. lib. i. c. 3. 
tom. x. eo!. 3. et Ope imperf. contr. Julian. lib. vi. e. 30. tom. x. col. 1360. 
but elsewhere speaks doubtfull;y, De pec. orig. c. 23. tom. x. co!. 264. Chry- 
sostom intimate!! that the place where Enoch is, is not known. In Gen. c. 4. 
horn. 
l. 
 4. tom. iv. p. ]37. 
4 Translatus cst Enoch et Helias, nec mors eorum reperta est; dilata scili- 
eet. ceterum morituri reservantur ut Antichristum sanguine suo extinguant. 
TEHTULL. De anima, c. 50. p. 301. See also c. 3.
. p.291. 
S Mta/l jJ.E/I OV/I 
ßõojJ.aõa E7"W/I 7"'1)/1 EuXaT'1)/I 7"'1)/1 E11"L 7"W 7"EpjJ.an 7"OV uvp:,ra/l7"OS 
/COUP.OV EUOP.E/I'1)/I nr' EuxaTW/I EU'1)jJ.a/lE/I. [i. e. Daniel ix. 27.] 7}S 
ßliop.alios 7"0 
P.E/I 7}jJ.tuv À'1)I}O/l7at ol ÕV07rpOIþ'1)TW E/lwX Kat HÀ.as. ÛV70t -yap K'1)pV
OVUt/l 
p.Epas 
XtÀtas õtaICoutas 

'1)KO/l7"a., 7rEptßEßÀ'1)jJ.E/lOt uaKKOVs, jJ.E7"a/lOta/l TW Àaw Kat 7radt 
7"OU E8/1EUt KaTaryEÀÀOJlTES. HIP1'OL. De Antichristo 
 43. pp. 20,21. ed. Fabric. 
And see 

 4G J 47 where he refers to this as a fulfilment of Mal. iv. 5. and Rev. 
xi. 3. 
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Justin 1\Iartyr in like manner bears witness that Elias is 
to come" when our Lord Jesus Christ is ahout to come 
in glory from heaven." 1 
A similar testimony is born by Origen, though it is not 
so confidently stated by him. 2 
So Pseudo-Cyprian, " Likewise Enoch, who before the 
deluge was a righteous man and pleased God, and there- 
fore was translated alive in the flesh in which he was 
born from that world to a place which God knows; from 
which place at the end of the world he has to be brought 
again into this worM, whence he was translated, to con- 
found and resist antichrist; and being slain by him, they 
shall fulfil their witness and live for ever to everlasting 
ages." 3 
So Pseud-Ambrose or Hilary the Deacon. "Therefore, 
he attributes this to himself, because he was always in 
want, suffering persecutions and affiictions beyond others, 
as Enoch and Elias sball suffer, who in the last times are 
to be Apostles. For they are to be sent before Christ to 
prepare the people of God and fortify all churches to re- 
sist Antichrist; and the Apocalypse witnesses that they 
are to suffer persecutions and to be slain." 4 


I '0 
J.'ETEpOS KVpLOS TOVTO aV'TO E/I TOtS ÒtlJu.ì'J.'u,cn/l aV'TOV 7rapElJwKE ì'E/l7)UOJ.'E- 
/10/1, Et7rW/I Kat HÀt"/I EÀEVUEu8at. Kat 7'J.'EtS TOVTO E7rtUTap.E8u. ì'EJI7)UOJ.'E/lO/l, bTa/l 
J.'EÀÀ7) E/I lìo
1J E
 ovpa/lw/I 7rapaì't/lEu8at b 
flETEpOS KVPWS I7)UOVS XptCTTOS. Dial. 
cum Tr;yph. 
 49. p. 145. ed. Ben. (p. 2613. ed. Col. 1{)313.) 
2 EOtKE ì'E 15ta TOV'TW/I [i. e. 
lal. i v. 5, G.] li7)Àovu8at bn 7rpOEV'Tpf7rtUEt b 
HÀtas T7) E/llìo
w XptUTOV E7rtlì1Jp.ta. Comm. in )Iatth. tom. xiii. 
 2. vol. iii. p. 
,jï2. Sce also his Comm, in Joh. 1. vol. iv. p. 92. 
a Item Enoch, qui ante diluvium Deo justus complacuit, et ideo de isto 
muudo in eamissuæ nativitate vivus translatus est in loeo uhi Deus scit. ex 
quo loco in consummatione mundi innovari habet in hoc munùo, unde etiam 
trallsJatus est, aù confundenùum et revinccndum antichristum. A quo illtcr- 
fccti mart;yria sua com pIe bunt, viventes in æternum in sæcula sæculoruU1. De 
l\Iontibus Sina et Sion. Inter Cypr. Ope ed. Pamel. Ifil7. p. 290. 
4 Hoc ideo personæ suæ deputat quia semper in necessitate fuit, persecutiones 
et pressuras ultra ceteros passus, sicut passuri sunt Enoch et Elias, qui ultimo 
tempore futuri sunt apostoli. l\Iitti ellim habent ante ChristUIll ad præparall- 
dum populum Dei, et municndas omnes ecclesias aù resistenllum Antichristo, 
quos ct persecutiones l'ati et occidi lectio apocalypsis testatur. PSEUDO- 
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So Augustine intimates that. it is believed that Enoch 
and Elias are to return to the earth and there die. 1 
Chrysostom expressly asserts that Elias himself is to 
reappear on earth before our Lord's second advent. 2 
And lastly, Arethas tells us that "there is an uninter- 
rupted tradition in the church, that Enoch shall come 
with Elias the Tishbite, (for they shall both come to bear 
witness beforehand to those that are then living, tbat they 
may not be deceived by the seductive miracles of Anti- 
christ,) and bear witness for the space of three years and 
a half." 3 
And to these might be added several other similar tes- 
timonies. 
So that, as it respects the coming of Elias before onr 
Lord's second advent, it is asserted by Huetius;1o l\IaIdona- 
tus,5 and l\Iede, 6 three as able witnesses as we could de- 


A:\IDROSIUS (said by some to be. Hilarius Diaconus) in Ep. Ja. ad Corinth. 
Inter Ambros. Ope tom. ii. Appendix Col. 125. ed. Ben. 
I Creduntur etiam redituri ad.hane vitam, et quod tamdiu dilatum est 
morituri. AUG. De Gen. ad lit. lib. ix. c. 6. Ope tom. iii. pt. 1. eol. 247. 
:z AElOl' ðE /Cct! EICEIJlO [?}T?}UaL, EL b AllnxpLuToS EpXETaL KaL ð HÀLas EpXETaL, 
7rWS bTaJl ÀE-YWUlll, ElP1]1I7J Kal aucþu.ÀHa. TOTE alfTOIS aUþllLðlOS OÀEfJpOS EcþlCrraTaL . 
TaUTa -yap OUK acþl1]UL j1.?} ELðEllal 7?}1I 1)j1.Epal>, TEKj1.?}pLa 0111'0. T?}S 7rapOUUlas aUT?}S. 
Chrysost. in Ep. Ja. ad Thess. e. 5. homo 9. 
 2. tom. xi. p. 488. 'OT' all j1.EII 
-yap EL1T?}. ð7L HÀlas j1.ElI EpXETaL Kal a7I"OKaTCUJ'T1]UEI 7raIlTa, aUTOll HÀLall cþ1]UL, KaL 
T?}lI TOTE EUOj1.ElI1]1I7WlI IouðaLwlI E7rLUTpO<þ?}J/. ÓT' all ðE El7r?}, lYrl ð j1.EÀ7I.WJ/ EpXEufJal 
KaTa TOll Tp07rOJ/ T1]S ðìaKOllLaS IwaJ/J/?}lI HlI.lU.1I Kall.H. . . . tJU7rEp -yap EKELIIOS T?}S 
ðElfTEpaS EUTal7rapOVULas, o&rws OVTOS T1]S 7rpOTEpas E-YEIIETO 7rpolipoj1.os. ID. In 
.Matt. X\'ii. 10, homo 57. 
 1. tom. di. p. 577. 
3 KaL bn j1.EII HÀlas 1)
EL b 7rpOcþ?}T1]S ð?}lI.OII, 7rpoa-yopEUUaU?}S T?}S -ypacþ?}s ðLa 
Mall.axlOV. . . TIEPL ðE TOU ElIwX j1.lJ.fYTllpLU.1I j1.ElI bUOJ/ 7rpOS T?}II 7rapOUULall a7rO T1]S 
-yparþ7]s OUK EXOj1.EJ/, 7rÀ1]1I TOU liLo. j1.ETafJEuEws a7rafJallanufJ?}lIaL. lI.o-yOS liE <þEpETaL 
EK 7rapaliOUEws cþOLTWV 71] EKKlI.?}ULa a7TapaTpnrTWS KaL alfTOII 7;
Elll j1.ETa HlI.lOv TOV 
8EUßLTOV (1)
OUUI -yap aj1.lþw 7rpOðLaj1.a.p7"vpaIFfJu.L TOLS OUIFL TOTE j1.?} TOLS a7raT?}ÀOLS 
TOU AII7LXPLlrTOU 7rapa-YEIFfJaL U1]j1.ELOIS) Kal T1] lðLa j1.ap-rvpLa TaUT?} TpLß?}JlaL Xp01l01l 
TpLETLas KaL 7Jj1.LIFEWS. A RETH. c. 30. Comm. in Apoc. c. II. pp. 7-13, 4. ed. 1631. 
4 Constans est Patru,TI omnium'lue consensu probatissima et receptissima 
Ecc1esiæ opinio. Not. in Orig. Comm. in l\Iatt. tom. xiii. In Ope Orig. 
tom. iii. p. 5ï2. 
:; In .l\Iatth. xi. J 4. 
6 Works, pp. 9H,9. 
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sire in such a case, that it was declared by the unanimous 
consent of the Fathers; while l\Ir. l\Ieùe, though he 
"thinks that the opinion . . . . . . bath some matte.. of 
truth in it," adds, "as for Elias the Thisbite's coming, I 
find no grollnd at all, but tlte contrary." 1 
Now, I would ask, Is this to be received as "revela- 
tion 1" 
'Vith respect to Enoch particularly, I might ask, how 
this is to be reconciled with the declaration of Scripture, 
that Enoch was translated tltat he should not see deat". 
(TOV fH} (
t:lV BavuTov,) (Heb. xi. 5.) I might raise other 
difficulties to the reception of these statements. But I 
content myself with putting the question to my oppo- 
nents; Do you Jourselves feel Lound to believe this as 
you would if you found it stated in 
cripture 1 If not, 
then by that very fact you prove that you do not consider 
"catholic consent," in such points at least, as a certain 
witness of what tl;e Apostles delivered. 
(3.) The doc-trine of the Fathers as to the absolute un- 
lawfulness of an oath to a Christian. 
Irenæus says, that our Lord "hath commanded us not 
only not to swear falsely, but not to swear at all." 2 
Justin l\Iartyr, that he has commanded us " not to swem' 
at all." 3 
So Clcment of .,llexamJria says, that Plato's precept 
against an oath agrees with our Lord's prohibition of it. 4- 
" I say nothing," says Tertullian, " respecting perjury, 
since it is not lawful evcn to swear." 5 
nasilides the martyr, when rC(Jl1Ïred to take é:lll oath, 


I lb. p. 99. 
2 X on solum non perjur:1re sed nee jurare præcepit. IREN. Adv. hær. lib. ii. 
c. 3
. ed. l\fa.
!'. c. .1)6. p. 187. cd. Grah. 
3 ßl!'pt ðl!' TOU p.1] op.vVllat ó7I.WS, To.7l.1]81] ðe 7I.1!'-Yl!'tv al!'t, oVrws 7rapI!'KI!'7I.f:UUaTO. p.1] 
op.oU1]TI!' ó7l.ws, K. T. 71.. Apol. 1. 
 Hi. cù. Hen. p. .Ij:t (Col. WHII. Apol, 
. p. (;:1.) 
4 T1] 7rl!'pt TOU op.OUat a7Ta-YOpI!'UUH uuval)H 
l)1!' 1] EV TW ðEICaTW TWII Nop.wII 7I.1!'
tS, 
E7ratvos ðE OpKOS TE 7rl!'pt 7raJITOS a7TEUTW. Strom. lib. v. p. 707. cd. Potter, (al. 
p. 5%.) Sec also his Pæùag. lib. iii. c. 11. p. '299. (al. 25.';.) 
5 Taceode pcrjl1rio, ql1<mllo ncjurare quid em lil'blt. De Iùol.c.lI. p. 91. 
VOL. J. E E 



418 


PATRISTICAL TRADITION 


affirmed tlmt it was not lawful for him as a Christian to 
swear at all. 1 
Cyprian affirms, that Christians are not to take an 
oath, 2 and comforts them in the prospect of death, on thf' 
ground that if they lived they might be oLligcd to take 
an oath, \"hich was not lawfnl. 3 
Origen expounds our Lord's precept in the same way.4 
Lactantius says, tlmt the Christian win not swear at 
all ; 5 
Eusebius, that the Christian has learnt from Christ not 
to swear at all ; (j 
Basil says that an oath is altogether forbidden in the 
Gospel,7 and of Gregory Tbaumaturgus he tells us, that 
"he avoided oaths, not going beJond yea and nay, on ac- 
count of the command of Christ, wbo says, 'I say unto 
you, swear not at all.' " 8 
Epiphanius says, that our Lord, in Matt. v. 34, or- 
dained that it is not lawful to swear, either by tbe Lord 
or by any other oath; for it is wicked to swear; 9 and 


I M'I1 E
Ewal aV'TW TO 7r"pa 7rav op.VVllal 1;IE{3eßaWV'TO, xpI(17'1aVOV -yap Ô7rapX E1V . 
EUSEB. lIist. Eccl. lib. vi. c. .5. 
2 Non juranùum. Tcstim. aù Quirin. lib. iii. test. 12. p. 213. ed. 1617. 
3 Compelleris jurare quod non licet. De Mortal. prope init. eù. Pamel. 
1617. p. 174. 
4 Vetuit omnino jurare. Comment. Series in Matt. 
 17. Op. vol. iii. p. 34
. 
Repeateù ib. 
 110. p. 910. eù. Bened. 
5 Hic non pejerabit, ne Deum ludibrio habeat; sed ne jurabit quiùem. Div. 
Inst. Epit. c. 6. p. .506. ed Cant. 1685. 
6 To P.'I11;EV EvopfClas 1;EluOal, 7roÀÀOV -YE 1;EI E7rlOpfCElV, 1;la TO 7rpOS aV'TOV p.aIlOa- 
VEIV P.
E op.IIV11al óÀWS. Præp. Evang. Jib. i. c. 4. p. 12. eù. Col. 1683. See 
also his Demonst. Evang. lib. i. c. 6. p. 23. 
7 Ell TW EvarYEÀlw 7raVTEÀws a7r7]-yopEV'Tal. Horn. Prim. in Psalm. xiv. 
 5. 
ed. Ben. tom. i. Al)P. p. 356. See also his Epist. 199. Amphiloch. Can. 29. 
tom. iii. p. 294. 
i EcþEV)'E TOVS OpfCOVS 1] fCaOapa EfCEl/I7] IfvX'1, . . . apI(OVpEII'1 TW val fCal TW OV, 
1;,a TO 7rpOU7"a-yp" TovKvpwv TOV E/7rOV7"OS, fc. T. À. Epist. 207. ad cler. Neocæs. 

 4. tom. 3. p. 312. 
9 E>EU7rIUal TOil Kvpwv, . . . 7rpW7'OIl pEII OVII, ón ov BEL opllvllal, OV'TE aV'TOII TOil 
Kvpwv OVTE aJ\.}\o1I Twa OpfCOII. TOV -yap 7rO/l7]pOV Eun TO op.IIV11al. IIær. 19. Ossen. 

 G. tom. i. p. 44. ed. Par. 1 G2
. 
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that the Christian religion requires us not to swear either 
truly or falsely, but to say yea, yea, nay, nay.1 
Chrysostom speaks at large to the same effect, in his 
homiJy on l\Iatt. v. 27-37, saying, t.hat it was allowed in 
the Law of 1\Ioses, only " on account of the infirmity of 
those who received the Law; "2 and elsewhere he says,- 
" Let the Christian altogether avoid oaths, attending to the 
saying of Christ . . [l\Iatt. v. 34.] . . Let no one there- 
fore tell me, , I swear in a just cause,' for it is not lawful 
to swear, either in a just or unjust cause." 3 And again, 
in a still more remarkable passage,-" But if you reve- 
rence nothing else, yet at least reverence the book which 
you hold out to swear by, and open the gospel which 
you take into your hands, and command men to swear by ; 
and having heard what Christ there says respecting oaths, 
be alarmed and desist. . . I do not weep and lament so 
much at hearing of men being murdered in the high- 
ways, as I weep and lament, and aUl horror-struck, when 
I see a man approaching to this table, and placing his 
hands upon it, and touching the gospels, and taking an 
oath. . . . . . . 'Vhen you are about to adjure anyone, 
restrain thyself, and prevent it, and say to him who is 
about to swear, 'Vhat shall I do to you? God hath 
commanded me not to adjure; he now restrains me. 
This is sufficient, both for the honour of the Lawgiver, and 
for thy safety, and to inspire fear into him who is about 
to swear. For when he sees that we thus fear to adjure 
others, he will be much more afraid to swear rashly." 41 


I M'1 o p.llwal OpKOII, P.1]TIf Ifll aÀ1]Olfla, P.7JT1f Ifll IfIfUfilfl' 0.]..]..0. 110.1, val, Kal OU, OU 
]..1f')'IfUl. flær. 59. Cathar. 
 7. p. 499. 
2 T1]r aCTOlflllflar TWII fiIfXOP.IfIlWII TOU$ vop.our. Horn. 17. in 
Iatt. 
 5. tom. vii. 
p. 229. See the whule of 

 5, 6, 7. pp. 22ß-233. 
3 Tour opKour filf 7raVTIf]..wr 4'IfU')'IfTW aK01M1I T1]r a7rocþC1.CTIfWr TOU XplCT'TOIJ . . . 
[l\Iatt. v. 34.] . . . M'1 TOWUII P.0l ]..1f')'1f. ðn lf7rl filKalw OP.IIUP.l. OUK 1f
IfCTn ')'ap 
OVTIf Em filKalW oun Ifm afilKW op.VVllal. Hom. 15. in Genes. ii. 20. 
 5. tom. iv. 
p.122. 
· ::fu fi.; Ifl P.1]filfll hIfPOII, aUTO ')'OUII TJ /31/3]..1011 alfilfCT01]n b 7rpOUWIfU Ifl$ opKOII, 
/Cal TO lfua')'j'If]..WII, Ó p.IfTa Xlf1par ]..ap.ßo.vwlI KIf]..IfUlflr 0P.VUIIC1.1, (UlmrTU
OV. Hal aKOV- 
CTar T1 'lrlfpl ðpKWII Ó XplCT'TGr IfKlfl filaÀlf')'ETal, cþpl
OIl Kal a7TOCTT1]OI. . . OuX OÚ'TW 
ITTIfIlW Kal fiaKpucu CTfþaÇ'op.IfIlOUS aKOVWII Twas If V Talr bðolS, ch CTTIfIlW, Kal fia/Cpvw, 
H E 2 
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Jerome says,-" This [i. e. to swear by God] had been 
allowed by the Law as to children, that as they sacrificed 
victims to God that they might not offer them to idols, 
so they might be permitted to swear by God, not because 
they might properly do this, but because it was better to 
swear by God than by devils. But the truth of the gospel 
does not admit of un oath." 1 
" \Ve find," says Theodoret, " in those laws [i. e. the 
Gospel] that he who swears, though he swears truly, is a 
partaker of the devil's portion." '2 And again; "The 
old Law forbids a falsehood, but the new even an oath." 3 
And again,-" Our Saviour, making laws respecting oaths, 
forLids oaths altogether, saying that yea and nay suffice 
for a confirmation of what is said." 40 
Lastly, it is said in the Acts of the Council of Constan- 
tinople, under Flavianu
, in 448, that" we have been com- 
manded by our Saviour Christ not to swear." 5 


Kat 4'pl'T'TW, E1I"E&ðall tðw nlla 1I"À1]O"toll 'T1]S 'Tpa1l"EÇ1]S 'Tall71]s EÀ601l'TU., Kat 'TaS X
tpas 
fJEvra, Kat 'TWII EVa'y"yEÀIWII al/lap.EIIOII Kal op.IIVOII'Ta . . . E1I"Etðav P.EÀÀ1]S 'Ttlla 
ÕpKIÇEW, E1I"10"XH O"EaV'TOII, Kat KWÀVO"OIl, Kat EI1I"E 1I"pOS 'TOil P.EÀÀOII'Ta op.IIVllat, Tt 
O"Ot 1I"0t1]O"W; Ó eEOS EKEÀEVUE p.1] ðpKtÇEW' EKEWOS P.E KaTEXEt IIVII. ApKEt 'TOVTO Kat 
EIS 'np.1]JI 'TOV 1I0P.ofJE'T1]O"all'TOS, Kat EIS au<þaÀElall 0"1]11, Kat fitS <þOßOII'TOV P.EÀÀOvrOS 
op.IIVllat. 'Orall "yap EKEWOS IÔ1], ón òpKwO"al hEPOVS o{n-w ðEÔOtKap.EII, 1I"0ÀÀW p.aÀ- 
ÀOII aVT"OS op.ouat 1I"po1l"E'TWS 4'Oß1]fJ1]O"ETal. Romil. 15. Ad pop. Antiocb. De 
Statuis. 
 5. tom. ii. p. }.1J9. 
I Hoc quasi parvulis fuerat Lege concessum, ut quomodo victimas immola- 
hant Deo, ne eas idoIis immolarent: sic et jurare permitterentur in Deum : 
non quod rectc hoc facel'eut, Beù quod melius eBset Deo iù cxhiberc quam 
da'mouihus. Evangelica autem veritas non recipit juramentum. In lUatt. 
lib. i. c. 5. vv. 34, et Beq. Tom. vii. col. 30. ed. Ven. 17G9. See also his 
Cumm. in Zech. c 8. vv. IG, 17. Tom. 6. col. 8jO. 
2 EVptl17COP.EII Ell EKEWOIS'TOtS JlOP.UIS . . . 'TOil op.llvvra, Kall aÀ1]6EVWII OP.IIV'TJ, 'T1]S 
Õta{30ll.IK1]S ovra O"vp.p.optas. Quæst. in Genes. q. 37. 01'. eu. SchuJze, 17/i9. 
tom i. J}. 48. 
3 '0 p.EII1I"MatoS a1l"a"yopEVE& 'TO 
Evðos, b ðE "yE IIEOS Kat 'TOil ÒplCOII. IIærct. 
Fah. lib. v. c. 16. tom. iv. p.4ð/j. 
4 nEpt ÒpKWII 1I0P.OVS neElS, Kat all70vs a1l"a"yopEVEt 'TOVS ÚpKOVS, a1l"0XP'/}JI ÀE")'WII 
'TO Nu.I, Kat 'TO Ov, '7I'pOS'T1]1I 'TWII ÀEì OP.EIIWII ßEßaLWULII. Græc. Affect. Cur. dis, . 
ix. tom. iv. p. !l46. See also his Dialog. 1. Imlllutabili
, tOlll. i,. p. 34. anù El'. 
78. tom. iv. p. 11 34. 
s EJI'TE'TaÀ'Tut 1;P.1II 1I"apa 'TOV 
WT1]pOS XptC1'TOV p.1] úp.ouat. Acta Concil. 
Constant. Ad.!. Inter Ad. Couc. Chalco Concil. tom. iv. 
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N ow I would ask both the Romanists and our oppo- 
nents, whether on account of this consentiellt testimony 
of the Fathers they consiòer themselves bound to belie\'e 
this doctrine, and interpret Scripture accordingly, or whe- 
ther they do not consider themselves at perfect liberty, as 
far as that testimony is concerned, to admit or reject it, 
and whether they have not in fact wholly rejected it. If 
so, then it clearly appears that practically they admit this 
consentient testimony where they like it, and reject it 
where they dislike it, dealing with it in fact as with any 
other determination of " a numbeJ'" of fallible men. 
Away, then, with their pretence of considering themselves 
bound to interpret the Scriptures according to the unani- 
mous testimony of the Fathers. If their notion is good 
for anything, it is a principle by which we must abide, 
and receive all things so pro\Ted. But if they themselves 
reject this testimony when it displeases them, it is de- 
ceiving men to tell them that they are bound to believe 
this or that doctrine or interpretation of Scripture, he- 
cause there is a consentient testimony of the Fathers in 
its favonr, when there are other doctrines and inteq)reta- 
tions, having the same support, which they themselves 
either wholly ùisùelieve, or at least hold lloubtful. 
(4) 
tanding at prayer on Sunòays, anll during the 
period between Easter anò 'Yhitsuntide. 
The author of the" Questions and ..\nswers to the or- 
thodox," in the works of Justin l\[artyr, gives the follow- 
ing question and ans\yer: "'Vhy on Sundays, ami from 
Easter to "-hitsuntide, do. they not kneC'1 wIlen pray- 
ing? ..lnd whence was this custom introduced iuto the 
churches?" The ans" er is, that we are to 
tand at those 
times, a
 a sign of the resurrection; and it is added, that 
"the custom COIllJllCllCf'd frnm aposfnlirlll tillles, as the 
blessed Irenæus, martyr, amI ùis)wj> of Lyons, 
é.l)"s:' 1 
I ,ð.la TI fiV 'TaU' KVPlaxUIÇ 
p.fipau. Kal a7rO TOV 7rUITxa iCAJS T1]Ç 7rfi/lT7]ICO/T'T1]S 
ï'OVV OV K1UVOV(lIV 01 fiVXOP.fiVOI. 7rOfJfiV ðf Kal 
 TOlaVT'I1 fiV 'TaiS fICKÀ'I1(lIaIS flCT'1/ÀfJfi 
CTV/l1]fJfilU. . . . EK TCAJV U7rOCTTOÀIKCAJV XPOVCAJV 
 'TOlaVT1] CTVV1]fJfla fiÀa{3fi T1]V ap
7]v 
KUOCAJS <þ7]ITIV Ú p.alCuplOs Elp1]vu,oS ð P.apTVS Kal (7I"ICTKU7rOS Aovyðuvvov_ (luæst. 113. 
Tnlcr Op_ ,Just. Marl. cd. Ben. 1'p. HI!>, !IO. 
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N OW let us hear Tertullian ;-" 'Ve account it a c1'ime 
to kneel at prayer on a Sunday." I 
Lastly, we have the determination of the great Council 
of Nice ;-" Since there are some who kneel on the Sun- 
day and at 'Vhitsuntide, in order that all things may be 
observed alike in every diocese, the Holy Synod decrees 
that they shall offer their prayers to God standing."!: 
Can our opponents get better testimony in the Fathers 
to the apostolicity and the importance of any custom of 
the primitive church than we have here? But the Ro- 
manists themselves have wholly rejected this custom. 
(5) The threefold immersion in baptism, which is wit- 
nessed to by Tertullian,3 J erome,4 Cyril of J erusalem,5 
Ambrose,ti and writings passing under the names of Dio- 
nysius Areopagita,7 Athanasius,8 Augu8tine,9 and Basil. lo 
(6) Infant communion, or the giving of the eucharist to 
infants. 
On this point I need only refer to the learned work of 
1\11'. Bingham on the antiquities of the Christian church, 
who has fully given the authorities on this subject, and 
whose opinion is, that" it is beyond dispute" that this 
was the practice of the church for many ages, and 
esteemed to be necessary by divine command; 11 and even 
the Romanist l\Ialdonat, in the face of an opposite deci- 
sion of the Council of Trent, " asserts roundly that the 


1 Die Dominico jejunium nefas ducimus, vel de genicuZis adorare. Tcrtull. 
De Cor. Mil. c. 3. p. ] 02. ed. 1664. 
2 E7r
llì17 7'WH 
UTW 
II 7'17 /CUPIa/C17 ï'OIlU /C]...WOIITH, /Cal 
II 7'atS 7'17S 7r
JlT'1. 
/COCTT1]S :1/.,(.
patS. fnr
p 'TOU 7raJlTa 
II 7raCT1] "Trapol/Cta ð}J.otws <þu]...aT'T
CTeU.t, ÉCT7'W7'aS 
dìo

 7'1] åï'ta CTtllloðw 'Tas 
uXas a7l'oðtòollat 7'W e
w. Can. xx. Justell. Cod. tom. 
i. p. 34. 
J De Cor. l\Iil. c. 3. p. 102. 
4 Allv. Lucifer. 
 8. Ope tom. ii. col. 180. ed. Vall. Veneto 
SCat. l\lystag. ii. p. 286. ed. l\IiUes. 
Ii De Sacram. lib. ii. c. ï. 
7 De eccles. hierarch. c. 2. 
8 Quæst. in Psalm. q. 9
. tom. ii. p. 327. 
9 Serm.40. In AI'P. (ai. De temp. 
Ol.) tom. v. App. co!. 79. 
10 De Spiro Sanct. ('. 
Î. tom. iii. p. jj. 
II ilk. X\'. c. 4. 
 7. 
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antients, and particularly 81. Austin and Pope Inllocent, 
did believe that infants could not be saved without par- 
taking of the eucharist," and that this was the practice 
of the church for the first six centuries. 1 
And hence Bishop Stillingfleet, after noticing the 
points which had been adduced by his Romish antagonist, 
as instances of cases in which we depend upon" tradi- 
tion" for the knowledge of them, and which, I need 
hardly say, are most of them the same that are relied 
upon by our opponents, as infant baptism, the observance 
of the Lord's Day, &c., which the bishop shows are suffi- 
ciently deducible from Scripture, adds,-" But methinks 
an author who would seem so much versed in Augustine, 
might, among all these instances, have found out one 
more, which would have looked more like a doctrinal 
tradition than most of these, which is the neces.
it!J of tlle 
eucltarist to b[ptized infants. The places are so lllany 
and so express in him concerning it, that it would be a 
needless task to produce them. I shall only, therefore, 
refer you to your Espencæus (De Eucharist. ad OraL 
l. ii. c. 12.) who hath made some collection of them. 
'Vhen you have viewed them, I pray bethink yourself of 
some convenient answer to them, which either must be by 
asserting that 8. Augustine might be deceived in juùging 
of doctrinal and apostolical traditions, and then to what 
purpose are your cight instances out of him? or else that 
Dlight be accounted all apostolical tradition in one age 
which may not in another . . . \vhich leaves us in a 
greater dispute than ever what these apostolical traditions 


I llI!\GH \;\1'8 Antiq. ib. See also ZOR
al I1istoria Eucharist. infant. c. xi. 

 3. et passim. l\IoRTON'S Cath. App. ii. 25. 
 10. p. 325. D.-u.L. De usu 
Patr. i. 8. 'YHlTßY Dissert. ùe S. S. interpret. sec. Patr. pp. 212, &s. in 
Jon. vi. 5:t 'YATERLAI'D has attempted to show that Augustine coulù not 
ha\e con!!idered it absolutely necessary, but seems to me onl;y to prove that 
Borne other passages of hiB works appear somewhat inconsistent "ith such a 
notiun, w]lich, however, cannot outweigh his clear statements on this suhject. 
(See Waterland's 'Yor1.s, vol. h:. pp. -173, &.s.) See Daille anù Zornius, 
e. 12. 
 2. 
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are, when tlle church in several ages doth so much differ 
concerning them." 1 
N ow 'with respect to all those points we have men- 
tioned, I 'would ask any impm>tial reader whether the tes- 
timonies we have quoted are not at least as good evidence 
of patristical consent for them as the Tractators are accus- 
tomed to rely upon, and as can practically be obtained 
for any doctrine, interpret.ation, or practice. 
Again, then, I ask our opponents, Do they hold that 
we must receive them? 'ViII they affirm that these are 
part of the" precious Apostolical relics?" If not, how 
are we to find such relics? 
But if it be said that these are not vital points, and 
therefore that even consent of Fathers i
.; not sufficient to 
establish anything respecting them, thpn let it be clearly 
understood that consent of Fathers is only a valid proof 
of Apostolical tradition in matters of vital moment and 
fundamental importance, which will cut off a large num- 
ber of :\lr. Keble's " precious apostolica.l relics," espe- 
cially the new ones to which he has alluded, when he 
intimates that he may be " so happy as to find more" 
than those hitherto brought to light. 
And if it must be first determined whether a point is of- 
fundamental importance or not, before we can trust even 
the testimony of a whole host of Fathers, then how is 
this to be known but by Scripture telling us that this or 
that doctrine is necessary, and so informing U
 of the very 
point in question; for I suppose it can hardly be left to the 
Fathers to determine what is and is not nece
sary anù fuu- 
damental, or at any rate if it is, I know not where we are 
to find their decision upon the point; and if our opponents 
refer us to the forrnulæ they have given as "the Creed," or 
" Rule of Faith," as containing the COIU plete list of fun- 
damentals, then (not to repeat the objections we have 
already urged against such a notion 2) we get fi.om the 
earliest Fathers a list of fundamentals, comprising less 
I Rational Account, &c. pp. 166,7. 

 See pp. 148 et seq. above. 
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than is contained in "the Apostles' creed;" and more- 
over, the assurance that all the points thus enumerated 
are clearly and plainly laid down in Scripture. And if 
we seek to get beyond even the LETTER of this brief 
elementary summary of the faith, we shall find the Fa- 
thers a11 at variance on the highest points. 
There is one more remark, also, which I would make 
upon the reply (if offered) tlIat catholic consent is not, in 
such points as these, a sufficient proof of Apostolical tra- 
dition; which is this, that this admission annihilates the 
best, if not the only ground, upon which such consent is 
put forward as a proof of Apostolical tradition in any 
case, viz., that such consent proves a common origin for 
the doctrine so delivered, and that it was derived from a 
quarter to "n hich the whole church looked up for instruc- 
tion. It is said, how can we account for such consent, 
but by !'upposing that the doctrine was originally deli- 
vered hy those from whom the whole church learnt the 
faith? This argument, then, is as valid for the points ''''e 
have just been considering, as for the highest points of 
faith. If" consent," as it is called, proves derivation from 
the Apostles in one case, so does it in the other; and 
though the points are of very different. importance, yet if 
they are both the subjects of " revelation," they have an 
equal claim to our belief, as the W orò of Cod. 
It is, therefore, justly remarked by Bishop Taylor,- 
"It is not excuse enough to say that singly the Fathers 
mayerI', but if they concur, they are certain testimony; 
for there is no question this day disputed by persons that 
are willing to be tried by tbe Fathers, so generally at- 
tested 011 eitber Bide, as some points are, which both sides 
dislike severally or conjunctly; and therefore it is nut 
lWllest for either sille to press the authority of the Fathers 
as a concluding argument in matter of dispute; uuless 
themselves will be content to submit in all things to the 
testimony of an e(lual numùet. of them, "hich I am certain 
neither side will do."! 


I Lih. of l'rol'h. 
 8. 
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SECT. IX.-THE DOCTnINE OF THE TRACTATORS FOUNDED 
UPON SUPPOSITIONS WHICH ARE CONTRADICTED BY FACTS. 


The system of our opponents rests upon two hypo- 
theses ;-First, That there was a steady permanent suc- 
cessional deliyery, from one to another, for several ages, 
tllrollglwut tlle whole catholic cllUrcll, of all the important 
doctrines of Christianity, derived from the oral teaching 
of the Apostles, and in which the teaching of all in com- 
munion with that church agreed ;-Secondly, that the 
whole catholic church was so united together as one body, 
and discipline so rigidly enforced throughout it, that no 
parts or individuals belonging to it could publicly maintain 
any errors of importance, without being excommunicateà, 
or at least censured, by the church, and so as that such 
censure must have come down to us. 
These two propositions are tacitly assumed by our op- 
ponents, and are, in fact, the foundation upon which their 
system rests; but both of them will be found, upon inves- 
tigation, to be contrary to facts. They are the npwTU "'EVð1J, 
the primary false principles upon which their arguments 
are founded. 
In reply to them, I shall endeavour to shO'\<\',- 
First, That from the very beginning there were many 
heresies, errors, and false doctrines prevalent among the 
professed followers of Christ; and secondly, that such 
errors were maintained and propagated among those who 
formed what was called the catholic church. 
Our Lord has aptly compared his nominal church to a 
field in which tares and wheat grow together; and such, 
lIe tells us, will be its character, even to the end; for 
he forbids his angels to separate them, lest they might 
inadyertently or by mistake root out or injure the wheat. 
Both are to grow together until the harvest. Such, then, 
is the state of the nominal Christian church. It contain
 
within it tares sown by Satau, intermingled with the 
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wheat, the produce of the gooù seed, who are alone in 
reality the children of the kingùom. And I suppose it 
will readily be admitted, that the tares represent as much 
those tbat maintain false doctrine, as those that are in- 
volved in corrupt practice. 
But was it so, it may be asked, from the beginning? 
'Vas there not a time when the church contained wheat 
only? The Apostolical Scriptures clearly prove that, even 
when they were being written, the tares were already 
mingled with the wheat; the tares not merely of orthodox 
but inconsistent professors, but also of men altogether un- 
sound in the faith; and that, too, among the professed 
teachers of the faith. 
There were, from the very first, "false Apostles," 
(2 Cor. xi. 13.); there were those that preached" another 
gospel," and "perverted the gospel of Christ;" and so 
successfully, as to draw over the Galatians to their doc- 
trines, (Gal. i. 6, 7.); there were" false brethren, unawares 
brought in," (Gal. ii. 4.) ; there were S01lle who" preached 
Christ, of envy and strife;" whose doctrine, therefore, as 
derived from anything but divine teaching, would vary 
with the prejudices of the preacher (Phil. i. ]5.); there 
were even among the brethren "enemies of the cross of 
Christ." (Phil. iii. 18.) Still more, there were those whose 
teaching was calculated to "spoil" Christians, "through 
philosophy and vain deceit, after the traùition of men, 
after the rudiment;:, of the world, and not after Christ." 
(Co!. ii. 8.) There were those who would forge letters in 
the name of an Apostle, to promote their views. (2 Thess. 
ii. 2.) In fact, "the mystery of iniquity" was "already 
working." (2 Thess. ii. 7.) "Some, having swerved, had 
turned aside unto vain jangling, desiring to be teachers 
of the law, understanding neither what they said, nor 
\\ hereof they affirmed." (l Tim. i. 6, 7.) There were 
those who, "concerning faith, had made shipwreck," and 
"blasphemed." (1 Tim. i. 19, 20.) There were those that 
addicted themselves to " profane and vain babblings, and 
oppo::;itions of scicnce, falsely so callc(l," and had, CUllse- 
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quentIy, " erred concerning the faith." (1 Tim. vi. 20, 21. 
See also vv. 4, 5.) There were those that taught tbat the 
resurrection was then already past. (2 Tim. ii. 18.) There 
were" many unruly and vain talkers and deceivers," who 
U subverted whole houses, teaching thing.s which they 
ought not, for filthy lucre's sake." (Tit. i. 10, 11.) There 
were those who, when they" ought to have been teachers, 
had need that one should teach them again which were 
the first principles of the oracles of God:' (fIeb. v. 12.) 
There were "unlearned and unstable" persons, who 
wrested the Scriptures unto their own destruction. (2 Pet. 
iii. 16.) There were already" many false prophets gonc 
out into the world," and the people were to "try the 
spirits whether they wcre of God ;" for which St. John 
gave them-not a direction to follow the catholic church 
or catholic consent, or submit themselves to certain 
earthly guides-but a doctrinal test. (1 John iv. 2; and 
see 2 John 7-10.) 
Such was the condition of the church, even in tbe 
Apostolical times; and the warnings given on this point 
with respect to the future are clear and tiecisive. " I 
know this," says St. Paul to the elders of Ephesus, " that 
after my departing, shall grievous wolves enter in alUong 
you, not sparing the flock. Also of your own selves shall 
men arise, speaking perverse things, to draw away dis- 
ciples after them." (Acts xx. 39.) "There were false pro- 
phets also among the people" [of the Jews], says St. Peter, 
"even as there shall be false teachers among you, 'Wlw 
privily shall bring in damnable heresies, even denying the 
Lord that bought thcm, and bring upon themselves swift 
destruction. And many shall follow their pernicious 'Ways, 
by reason of whom the way of truth shall be e\-il spokcn 
of." (2 Pet. ii. 1, 2.) 
That these prophetic announcements, moreovcr, were 
fully accomplished, even in the next generation after the 
Apostles, we have very decisive evidence. 
Thus we are tolù by Euscbiu
, that Ignatius, whcn on 
hi::; way to Romc to suffer martyrdom, (wherc he was put 



NO DIYIKE INFOll:\IANT. 


429 


to death about the year 116,) admonished the churches 
of Asia, as he passed through, "to take especial heed 
of the heresies that were then first springing up and 
increasing." 1 
So Papias, who flourished in the year 110, intimates 
that there were those in his time who delivered strange 
and spurious precepts. 2 
Again, I-Iegesippus, who flourished about the year li(), 
and is said by EuseLius to have been in the first succes- 
sion after the ApostIes,3 and by Jerome to Imve bordered 
on the Apostles' times,4 tens us (according to Eusebius) 
tbat until the time of Trajan 5 the church remained a pure 
and uncorrupt virgin, those that endeavoured to corrupt 
the wholesome doctrine of the gospel of sal vation, if there 
were any, remaining till then concealed; hut when the 
sacred company of the Apostles were in different ways 
extinct, and the generation of those who haù been thought 
worthy to hear the words of divine wisdom with their own 
ears had passed away, then the conspiracy of impious 
error took its rise through the deceit of false teacllers, 
who, inasmuch as not one of the Apostles was left, openly 
anù confidently attempted to inculcate their miscalled 
knowleùge in opposition to the preaching of the truth. 6 


I EJI 7f'pW7'OtS p.aÀI(]7u 7rpOlþvÀa'T'TEo-9al 'Tas a1pEUEtS, apn 'TO'TE 7rpCJJ'TOJl Ctllaq>V- 
Eluas Kal E7rI7rOÀuÇovuas 7raP"lJlEI. EUSEB. Hist. Eccl. iii. 36. 
2 Tas aÀÀ.o'Tplas EJlToÀ.as P.V'T/P.OJlEVOVUIJI. EUSEH. Hist. Eccl. iii. c. uit. 
3 Er.1 'T7]S 7rpCJJT7]S TCJJJI A7rOUTOÀ.CJJJ! "'YEJlOP.EJlOS lilalioX7]s. ID. ib. ii. 
3. 
4 VicimlS [\ postolicorum temporum. De Script. c. 

. 
:I Dr. Routh thinks that the words of Hegesippus refer to even an earlicr 
pcrioù than the times of Trajan. See his Reliq. SSe Patr. vol. i. pp. 233, 4. 
6 For this p
lSsagc we are indebted to Eusebius, who speaking of Hegesippu
 
sa,} s, '0 aUTOS aJ/7]p lil7]"'YOLP.EJlOS TO. KU'Ta 'TOVS li7]À.OVP.EIIOVS, E7rIÀE"'YEL. WS <<pu /.LfXpl 
'TWJ/ TOTE XpOJlWJI 7rap()EIIOS Ka()atla Kal ulJlatþ()opos EP.EIJ/EJ/ í} EKKÀ.7]Ula, EJI o.1J7]ÀW 
7rOV UKO'TEI tþWÀ.EVOIITOJJI EIUE7T TO'TE, TWJI, Et Kat 'TIJlES Vrr7JPXOJl, 7rapatþ8ElpEIV E7rt- 
XElpOUl'TWV TOil ÍlíI7] Kallova TOV UW7'7]pIOIJ K7]pvyp.a'TOs. WS liE ð lEpOS 'TWV A7rou'To- 
lI.wv xopos lilatþopov EIÀ.7]IþU TOV ßIOV 'TEÀ.OS, 7rapEÀ7]Àv8E 'TE 7} "'YEvEa EKEI/I'f} 'TWJI 
aUTalS aKoalS T7]s EV()EOV uO!þlas E"/!'a:.ICOVUo.l KaT7]
lwp.EJlWV, T7JII1KaUTa T7JS a()"ov 
7rÀo.lI7JS T7JII o.PX7jV EÀo.p.ßU
 EV 7J UVUTC1.0U, lilo. T7JS TWJI E'TEpolillio.OKaÀWV U7ra.T7Js,01 
1;:0.1 å.7 E p.7jlitlloS E'TI 'TWJI A7rou'ToÀwv ÀEI7rOP.c;VOIJ, "'Y u JW7J ÀOI7rOIl 7Jli7J T7] KEtþa.À7J. 'TW 
'T7J> QÀ7I()u...s IC7JPvyp.an 'T7Jv 1fEVliwvvp,ov "'YVWUIJI UVTlK7JpVT'TEIJI E7rEXElPOVII. KUI 
'TaVTa I'-EV dJ1<JJ 7i'ffll TOVTWV i;'D.ÀußwJ/ WliE 7rWS (ÀE
EJ'. Eu.clJ. IIil:>t. Eccl. iii. 3:? 
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One single century therefore had hardly passed away 
after our Lord's crucifixion, before the church became 
afHicted with heresies and errors still more openly avoweù 
and propagated than in tbe times of the Apostles. For 
when Hegesippus here speaks of the church having re- 
mained a virgin till the time of Trajan, the passages of 
Scripture quoted above clearly show that he must be 
understood as speaking comparatively, and not as denying 
that corruptions existed therein before, or otherwise he is 
clearly contradicted by those passages; from which also 
we may correct the statements of Firmilian and others, 
who, for the support of their respective hypotheses, have 
maintained that the heretics were all posterior to the 
times of the Apostles. "'Vhatsoever," says Dr. Routh, 
"Firmilian may say to the contrary in his Epistle to 
Cyprian, it is well known that some heresies, and such as 
even separated from the communion of the church, existed 
before the Apostles were dead, certainly before the death 
oftl1e Apostle John. (See 1 John ii. 19; Jude 19; Rev. 
ii. 6,15.)"1 And therefore, as the same learned writer ob- 
serves, all these authors are to be interpreted as meaning 
that the times of Trajan and Hadrian were fruitful in 
hæresiarchs, who acted much more boldly than those who 
went before them. 2 That the seeds of these heresies 
existed in the church in the times of the Apostles, and are 


Thc Romish editor of Eusebius, Va1esius, being very much trouhleù with this 
passage, though he admits that Eusebius undert3tood Hegesippus to be speak- 
ing of the church at large, has the face to assert that Eusebius was in this mis- 
taken, and that Hegesippus was only spcaking of thc Church of Jerusalem, 
though we have nothing left us of Hegesil'puS but the few fragments that 
Eusebius has preserved. A similar passage of Hcgesippus on the samc suh- 
ject is preserved to us bJ' Eusebius in his 4th bk. c. 22. Some have supposcd 
it to be the same passage as is here referred to, thinking thcreb;y to curtail the 
paS&'1.ge given above. but if Eusebius is to be trusted, the passages were evi- 
dently not the same, anù why should we suppose that there coulù not be two 
notices relating to the same matter in the fi ve books of H egcsipplls ? Thc 
vcry passages we are now considering show that we should be wrong in such a 
supposition in the case of Eusehius, and why therefore might we not in that of 
Hegesippus? 
1 Reli(l. SSe Patr. vol. i. p. 
:1..\. 
2Ih. 
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alluded to in such passages as those we have quoted above, 
i;:; distinctly maintained by Tertullian 1 and Irenæus. 2 
But, indeed, what can be plainer than the following 
statement of Jerome on this subject? "'Vhile," saith 
he, "the blood of Christ was yet but recently shed in 
J udæa, it was maintained, that the Lord's body wa;;; 
but an appearance; the Galatians drawn away to the 
observance of the Law were again begotten to spiritual 
life by the apostle; the Corinthians disbelieving the 
resurrection of the flesh were urged by many argu- 
ments to return to the true path. Then Simon l\Iagus 
and l\Ienander his disciple asserted themselves to be 
Powers of God. Then Basilides feigned his great God 
Abraxas with his three hundred and sixty-five form!". 
Then Nicolaus, wlw was one of the seven deacons, pro- 
ll1ulged his impurities. I say nothing of the heretics of 
Judaism. . . .. I come to those heretics who mangled 
the gospels; a certain Saturn in us, and the Ophites, and 
Cainites, and Sethoites, and Carpocrates, and Cerinthus 
and his successor Ebion, and other pests, most of whom 
broke forth during tlte life of tlte Apostle J oltn." And in 
the Apocalypse of St. John, he points out as instances of 
lteretics that, "To the angel of Ephesus there is imputed 
the loss of love. In the angel of the church of Pergamos 
the eating of things offered to idols and the doctrine of 
the Nicolaitans are blamed. Likewise in the case of the 
angel of the Thyatyrealls, the prophetess J ezebel and tlw 
eating of things offered to images and fornications are re- 
Luked." 3 


I De Præscr. hæret. c. 7 anù c. 33. 
2 Adv. hær. lib. i. In. præf. 
3 Adhuc apud Judæam Christi sanguine recenti, phantasm a Domini cor- 
pus asserebatur. Galatas aù observationem Legis traductos Apostolus itcrum 
parturit. Corinthios resurrectioncm carnis non cre<lcntes pluribus argumentis 
all verum iter trahcre conatur. Tunc Simon Magus et 1\Ienander discipulus 
ejus Dci sc asscrucrc Virtutes: tunc TIasilides summum Deum Abra.t'as 
cum treccntis scxaginta quinquc Eùitionibus commcntatus cst. tunc Nicolaus, 
qui unus de scptcm Diaconis fnit, dic noctuquc lluptias faciens, obscænos ct 
auditu quoque erubcscendos coitus somniavit. Taceo de J udaismi hæreticis 
Ad cos venio hæreticos, qui E\'angclia laniavcrunt 
 Satuminum 
fluemllam, l't Ophita::!, (.t Cainæos, l'Ì Sdthoita!l, l't Carl'tlcratcm, et Ccrin- 
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Remarkable also is the testimony of Origen. " Many 
of those who profess to believe in Christ," he says," dis- 
agree not only in small points and those of no moment, Lut 
also in important points, and those of the highest moment." 1 
And again, in a still more important passage; "I wish that 
those only who are without the church were deceived; it 
would be easy to avoid the seduction. But now they who 
profess to belong to the church are deceived and misled 
et"en on the necessary points, as their dissension is a witness, 
since even those who are within the church are misled. 
It is bad to find anyone erring in points of 
morals, but I think it is much worse to err in doctrine
, 
and not to /told that doctrine wIdell is agreeahle to tlte most 
true rule of the Scriptures. . .. Everyone that is perfect 
. . . . and that has his senses exercised for understand- 
ing the truth, will necessarily in his inquiries fall in with 
many doctrines opposed to one another, and will hear 
many professing to know the truth and different traditions 
respecting it." 2 
To which we may add the passages already quoted in 
a })J"eceding page; 3 where he tells us that" from the very 
beginning there were differences among believers respecting 
the meaning of the books that were believed to be divine." 
So also Dionysius of Corinth (who flourished a. 170) 


t}lUm, et hujus successorem Ebionem et cæteras pestes quorum plurimi 
vivente aù}mc Joanne Apostolo eruperunt." "Angelo Ephesi descrta caritas 
imputatur. In angelo Pergamenæ Ecc1e
iæ idoloth;ytorum esllS et Nicolaitarum 
doctrina reprehenditur. Item apud .\ngelum Th.rat;yrorum J ezabel prophctissa. 
et simulacl'orum escæ et fornicationes increpantur." HlEROj';YM. Dialog. adv. 
Luciferian. 

 
3, 24. Tom. ii. col. 19G-ß. 
I De Princip.lib. i. Præf. Ed. Ben. tom. i. p. 47. 
2 lTtinam soli qui eJ...tra ecclesiam sunt seducerentur; facile erat cmel'e 
scductionem. Nunc 8utcm ipsi qui l.rontentur se ecclesiastieos esse de neces- 
saliis quibusque capitulis falluntur et seducuntur, skut ipsa ùissensio eorum 
te"timonium e_t, quoniam et qui intus sunt scducuntur. . . . Malum quidem 
est iIH enire aliquem SeCll1lUllffi mores vitæ errantem, multo autem pejus arbitror 
esse in dogmatihus aherrare, et non secundum \ erissimam regulam scripturarum 
sentire. . .. Omnis qui pcrfectus est. . . et qui exereitatos ]mbet sensuS ad 
capiendum, lIeecsse est ut quærens et discutiens in multa incurrat dogmatum 
prælia, audiet etiam multos profitent<.."S \eritatem et diversas de ea traditiollcs. 
OH.IG. In Matth. Comment. Series 
S 33, 3j. Tom. iii. pp. Vj:?, 8.33, 135-1. 
; 
ce 1.311 alJo\e. 
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speaks of " some teachers" who, in their esteem for the 
works of K epos, an Egyptian Lishop, respecting the mil- 
lennium, "despised the law anù the prophets, anù neg- 
lected to follow the gospels, and made light of tIIe 
Epistles of the Apostles." 1 And these, we find from the 
context, "ere teachers in the catholic church. 
Nay, we find that such a correct successional delivery 
of doctrine as our opponents suppose, was not found even 
in matters relating to the rites and practices of the church, 
where an alteration is so milch less easy than in points of 
mere doctrine. As, for instance, in the observance of 
Easter, the varieties in which are attributed by Irenæus 
to some bishops not being so diligent as they ought, and 
leaving t!tat as a custum to those tlwt came after tltem which 
!tad Ýeell introduced througlt simplicity and ignorance. 2 
And we find Firmilian of Cæ::;area, in the middle of the 
third century, charging the church of Rome ,,,'ith many 
sllch innovations, and telling them that they vainly pre- 
tended apostolical authorit.y for them. 3 
AmI these corruptions, be it observed, must have been 
introduced at periods anterior to almost all the records 
we possess of the primitive churdl. . 
If, then, such changes COllJù be so easily introduced in 
matters relating to the rites and usages of the clulrch, 
ani! the innovations claim fur themselves Apostolical 
tradition anù authority, as was the case with those we 
have just mentioned, how much more easily might this 
be done in matters of mere doctrine. .And when such in- 


1 TtJlWÞ lhliauKa7\w/I TO/l P.fi/l /lOP.O/l KaL TOUS 7rpOcþ7}TU.S TO P.7}lifiV 7ryoup.fiVW/I, KaL 
TO TOLS fiua)"'Yfi7\LOLS 
7rfiu6aJ 7rapfi/ITW/I, KaL Tas TW/I a7ro(J'To7\W/I t7rL(J'To7\as fiKcþau- 
7\L(J'a/ITW/I. DJON\"S. COR. in EU"ED. Hist. Eccles. vii. 
4. 
2 Tw,:, 7rapa TO aKpLßH, &Is fiLKOS, KpaTOU/lTW/I, 'T7}" KU.6' o.7r7\oT7}Ta Kat LliLWTl(J'p.ov 
(J'U/I'I}fJfiLav fiLS TO P.fiTfi7rfiLTa 7rfi7rOL7]KOTWlI. IRE
. .Ep. ad Victor. in El'SEB. Hist. 
Ecc1l:so v. 24-. 
3 Eo::! autem qui Romæ Bunt non ea in omnibus obsenoare, quæ sint ah origine 
traùita, et frustra Apostolorum auctoritatem prætenrlere, scire quis etiam inrle 
pote8t quod cirea eelebrandos dies paschæ, et circa Tllllita alia divinæ rei sacra- 
menta, \ idc1,t esse apurl illos alif{uas di vcr:;itatcB, nee obserVRri iIlic omnia 
æqualiter quæ lIieroðolymi::! obscnantur. FlRJIIIL. Ep. ad. Cypr. Inter 
CYI'R. Ep. "i. 
VOL. 1. F F 
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novations wcrc widely f'prcad, (and if they wcrc <'01'- 
ruptions snitable to the times or the hias of human nature, 
they were sure to spread quickly,) tllen tIle remains of 
purer doctrine or practice were proportionably condemned, 
and as far as possible extirpated. I t needs no great 
acquaintance with history or human nature to see how 
easily such corruptions might spread in the church. 
To inquire at large into the causes leading to such cor- 
ruptions would here be out of place, where we are prin- 
cipally concerned with facts. But we may just observe 
that there were many such. One of the most fruitful 
sources of such corruptions was the philosophizing spirit 
of learned heathen converts, who looked upon the simple 
truths of divine revelation as they would upon the oraclcf" 
of Pythagoras, of that which was plain making mysteries 
suitable to their own imaginations, and, resolving that to 
them there sllOuld he no mysteries, boJdly declaring the 
meaning of everything reany mysterious or but partially 
revealed. Another was a love in many for those oral 
reports of Apostoli<,al tradition which in the earliest age 
of the church were of course abundant. Instances of 
erroneous notions which thus became prevalent have 
already been given in a former part of this chapter. 
Another was the influence of individuals who, from their 
eloquence or any other cause, became celebrated through- 
out the church. 'Vho can calculate the mischief which 
must have been caused in the church by the wild amI 
unorthodox notions of Origen, who in his time was looked 
up to as a prodigy throughout the church? The early 
church, accustomed to look up to the Apostles for guidancc, 
seems afterwards to have been too much inclined to allow 
eminent inùividuals to take their place and to follow 
human guidance. Such indeed is tile natural disposition 
of men in general. They want a leader, a great namc, 
under which to enlist themselves. One is of Paul, another 
of ApolJos, another of Cephas. Hence the almost illcreJi- 
hIe effe('t whi('h may ùe produced hy one or two aùJe, zea- 
lous, and influential inrliviùna.ls, nay cvcn 1,y OIlC, witnc5:", 
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.Augustine; a truth to which 1\11'. Reble himscJfhas borne 
testimony; 1 and to such influences the early church was 
of course 1lJ neh more expo
eJ tItan \\ e are at this day. 
And one great cause of this, as far as doctrine is concerned, 
is that men are not satisfied with what is delivered in the 
Scriptures. However clear and plain the 'YoI'd of God 
may be in all vital points, it is not sufficiently full and 
distinct in its revelations to sati'3fy the curiosity of man; 
and hence in all ages men have been anxious to be wise 
above what is written, the fruitful source of most of the 
heresies with which the church of Christ has been 
affiicted. 
The authorities above cited, then, ;:,how that from the 
very beginning errors of various kinds graduaUy crept 
into the church, and that complaints of such corruptions 
are to be found in the earliest records of the primitive 
church we possess. 
True, such corruptions cannot reasonably be supposed 
to have been universally received throughout the church, 
but nevertheless we know that their effects were in some 
cases widely felt, and they cannot but operate in an im- 
part.ial and judicious minds to the prejudice of what comes 
to us on t.he authority of a few individuals. It is both 
unfair and unwise to demand assent to such testimony as a 
certain and infallible record of the faith of the whole 
catholic church and the oral teaching of the Apostles. 
And were we to pursue the inquiry further, so as to 
include the fourth and fifth centuries, we should find the 
progress of error stin greater, and more fatal in its effects. 
So far are those centuries fi.om presenting to us, as the 
Tractators have intimatcd, a perfect model of the Chris- 
tian church, that during thcm the church was given up 
as a Lody to one of the worst hercsies by which it has yet 
Leen afflicted, namely, Arianism: 2 contradicting herH,If 


I Pref. to Hooker, p. live 
2 See Hicron. adv. Lucifer.. LilJerii Epist. ad Urs:1c. Valent. et Germ. in 
Opere llilarii l'ict. Fragm. G. co!. l:!:m, 9, ct Bp. all Vinco.;nt. ihid.c()l. ]::W; 
GIT'gur. Nat.ianz. oral. 2] . Vinc. Lir. c. G. 


PF2 



4.W 


PATRl:-:TI(':\L TfiADITIOX 


on this point, in the two most General Councils we read 
of in ecclesiastical history; 1 to say nothing of those nu- 
merous other heresies by .wl]ich so many of her members 
were misled; and even those that remained orthodox, are 
found countenancing divers errors, far removed from the 
spirit of the gospel; as, for instance, the lawfulness of 
persecution, and the forced celibacy of the clergy. 
It forms, inùeed, one of the strongest arguments against 
the peculiarities of the Romish system, that they are 
ahuost all, if not all, doctrines so new and corrupt, that 
not e\Ten among the in('orrect and unorthodox statements 
to he found scattered among the works of the Fathers, or 
the errors which began to perr:ade the whole church in 
dIe fourth and fifth centuries, can they find any substan- 
tial evidence in their favour. 2 
And this leads me to the second point, viz., to s11O\"\" 
more distinctly, 
Secondly, That such errors were from tIIe beginning 
maintained and propagated among tllOse who formeù 
what was calleù the catholic church. 
The notion that what was called" the catholic church" 
was aiways so united together as one body, amI discipline 
so rigidly enforced throughout it, that no cOll11l1unities or 
individuals belonging to it, could publicly maintain any 
errors of importance, without being excommunicated, or 
at least censured, by a judgment of the whole church, allli 
so as that such censure must have come down to us, is 
one altogether contradicted by facts. 
'Ye may find a proof of this, even in the Apostolical 
churches lllp.ntioned in Scripture. Thus St. Jude, in his 
Catholic Epistle, warns the clH1rches, that there were 
" certain men crept in unawares ;" " ungodly men, turn- 
ing the grace of God into la
civiousness, and denying the 
only Lord God, and our Lord Jesus Christ," that were 
"spots in tlIeir feasts of charity, when they feasted with 
them;" .words which show that they were in the COlll- 


I See p. ] 90 J 191 J and 3.11, 352, above. 

 See Jewell's famous challenge to HIe Romanist:;, in his sClmon. 
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munion of the churches, (Jude vv. 4, 12) Again, in the 
church of Pergamos, there were those that held the doc- 
trine of Balaam, and the doctrine of the Kicolaitan
, 
(Rev. ii. 14, 15.); in the church of Thyatira, whose 
" works, and charity, and service, and faith, and patience" 
are praised, the false prophetess, J ezebel, was suffered to 
tcach, and to seduce the servants of Goù. (Hev. ii. 19, 20, 
24.) Sardis, though enjoying the same" Ilame and pre- 
tensions to spiritual life" as the others, as all 
\postolical 
church, was, as a church, dead; and had but" a few" faithful 
servants of God. (Rev. iii. 1, 4.) Laodicea, an Apostolical 
church in name, like all the rest, was aItogethel. corrupt, 
spiritually" poor, and blind, and naked. (Rev. iii. 1--1-18.) 
Once more; over the church in which Gaius was, to 
whom St. John addressed his thirù Epistle, presiJeù Dio- 
trephes; and of him and his conduct, the Apostle says,- 
" I wrote to the church, hut Diotrephes, who loveth to 
have the preeminence among them, receiveth us not . . . 
and not content therewith, neither doth he himself re- 
ceive the brethren, and forbiddeth them that would, and 
castetlt them out of tlte chuTcll." (3 John 9, 10.) 
Now suppose a man who had never enjoyed the benefit 
of personal converse with the Apostles, endeavouring, 
some fifty years only after their death, to a:scertain the 
orthodox doctrine, by the testimony of" the church." It 
wiII, of course, be admitted,-as, indeed, it is a known 
fact,-that the heretics generLtlly plcadeù as much for their 
doctrine being Apostolical, as the orthodox did. The })dS- 
sages above quoted, indee t, would alone prove that they 
enùeavoured to sheltcr themselves uuder the authority of 
the Apostles. And by this time such ('hurches as Sardis, 
IAaudicea, and that over which Diotrl'phes presiùed, spiri- 
tnany alive in name, and spiritually dead in fact, wouM 
naturally have incrcased; for here are thl.ce specifically 
I)ointed out to us in the Scriptures that becamc so, even 
under the very eye and sllperintendcnce of the Apostles. 
N ow, 1 beg to ask, how is the enq !lircl. to determine which 
are the Laodicean, and which thc orthodox churches? For 
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mark, !tere is an end at once to tlte notion of tlteTe beill!] 
catlwiic consent in all important points in all tlte Aposto- 
{ical churcnes. There has eviùently ùeen no such thing, 
even from a period previous to the death of the Apostles. 
'VlJat, then, would have been his best and only sufficient 
test to judge by, in the absence of the only inspired 
teachcrs of the faith? 'V ould he not naturally say, IIave 
the Apostles left any written rccord of the faith behind 
them ? Yes, would be tbe reply, Here is a large and full 
I.ccord of the faith, acknowledged, with hardly an excep- 
tion worth naming, as authoritative, on all sidcs. 'Vhat 
wil1 a wise man, individually responsible to God for em- 
bracing tIle true faith, do under such circumstances? 'ViII 
he Hot take those Scriptures into his hands, and by a dili- 
gcnt pcrusal of them, united with prayer for the promised 
g"uidance of that Divine Spirit that indited them, judge by 
them what is the true faith, and which tbe true followers 
of Christ? 
As time passed on, such a course would be still more 
nccessary; for as we see, from the passages alreadyad- 
duced under the former head, the supporters of false doc- 
trine within the catholic church progresscd with tllP ad- 
vance of time in boldness and in numbers. "I wish," 
says Origen, "that those only who are without the church 
were deceived; it would ùe easy to avoid the seduction. 
nut now they who profess to belong to the church are 
ùcceived and misled, even on tlle necessary points, as their 
disscnsion is a witness; since even those who are u'itltin 
lite churc/t are misled." 1 
Nay, we require, surely, no furt11er testimony than the 
passages adduced from Origen himself and othcrs, in a 
former part of this chapter, to show that errors on thc 
most important points might be openly taught. and pro- 
JUulg-ated by thosc who were all their lives in thc comlllU- 
nion of the catholic churcl1, and wcre even followcd, ad- 
mired, and honoured members of it; of which Origcll is a 
111O:;t rClllarkalJle and undeniable instance; whose writiugs 


1 See p. -!3
 ahOh. 



NO DIYDiE INFOHl\IA1':T. 


43U 


were not condemned by the church till long after his 
death. 
\Yere it necessary, we lllight point out many other in- 
stances of erroneous statements on important points in 
the works of Fathers who died in the communion of the 
church, and altogether free, as far as we know, from ec- 
clesiastical censure; but tbe task is both ungrateful and 
unnecessary. The fact that there are such statements, is 
undeniable. The Fathers, therefore, may have erred on 
vital points, while, nevertheless, they remained in the 
communion of the church; and were not, as far as we 
know, publicly censured for want of orthodoxy. From 
whatever cause this might be, whether from their hap- 
pening to be screened by circumstances, or from the ele- 
vated position they held in the church, or from the lack 
of any constituted authority to take cognizance of the 
matter, or from their condemnation not having come 
ùown to us, the fact is indisputable. 
N ow this appears to me to be fatal to the system of our 
opponents; for it is a necessary hypothesis for the sup- 
}10rt of their scheme, that had there been unorthodox 
notions in the writings of any Fathers in the communion 
of the catholic church, there would have been a condem- 
nation of them by the church remaining to us. For this 
is the only reason for limiting ourselves to those of the 
catholic church, namely, the supposition that in their pro- 
fessed union with that church, we have a check against 
their being supporters of error, under the idea that the 
church would have rejected them, or condemned their 
errors, hau they delivered unorthodox doctrine; and 

uch a check, to a certain extellt, we no doubt have; but, 
as might be expected, it is an insufficient one. 
To such instances of error in the Fathers, however, our 
opponents immediately reply with an ans"er, which, to 
those who are willing to be deceived by fine words, 1001.3 
very plausible; namely, that they" have no weight at all, 
one way or other, in the argument from catholic traditiou." 
(N CWllli.l1l, p. GG.) \Vhich would be very true, if we had 
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really eat/wlie testimony for our" catholic tradition;" but 
,,-hen we are sent to some half a dozen or dozen authors 
as the ground for claiming "cathoJic tradition," then the 
erroneous statements of individuals of great name are 
comparatively of great weight in the account, and seem to 
me to afford a strong argument that there was no catholic 
tradition in such matters, none, that is, that pervaded and 
was received generally throughout the whole catholic 
church. 
Here, however, I would observe, that I do not notice 
these errors (as some have done) as if they lessened the 
aUihority of " catholic consent," even supposing it to ex- 
ist on any point; for, on the contrary, they would appear 
to me rather to strengthen it; for patristical consent, un- 
der such circumstances, would he a still stronger evidence 
of the truth of what the Fathers did give a consentient 
testimony to, than if they had been more free from such 
imperfections. But they incontrovertibly show that there 
was not that consent in the catholic church, on all the 
important doctrines of the faith, which our opponents 
maintain there was, and the supposition of which is es- 
sential to their system. The errors that we have shown 
to have been openly maintained by those who were in the 
communion of the church, without, as far as we know, 
their incurring. ecclesiastical censure, clearly prove that 
the catholic church was not that exclusively orthodox 
and united body our opponents suppose it to have been, 
and that it is vain to look for" catholic consent." 
l\Ioreover, where is our" catholic tradition" for any 
point, even in the authors that remain tu llS, for erroneons 
statements are to be fonnd in one or other of them upon 
almost all points? 
How, indeed, was it to be expected that a vast number 
of distinct and independent communities far distant from 
one another, having no common tribunal or conrt of 
appeal, and maintaining but an occasional, and precarious, 
and slight communion with each other by the epistolary 
intercourse of their prelates, shonld remain for two or 
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three centuries precisely of one mind in all the important 
points of the faith; and still more, all the teachers of all 
those various communities? 'V ere there none to follow 
the example of Sardis and Laodicea? Ând when corrup. 
tions had been introduced, where was the tribunal com- 
petent infallibly to decide which had retained, and which 
had corrupted, the true faith? 'Vhere for instance was the 
tribunal competent to cut off the churches of Sardis, or 
Laodicea, or others similarly corrupted, from the catholic 
church, or that ever attempted to make such a separa- 
tion? As far as appears, there was nothing of the kind 
ever set up in the primitive church. 
Nay, let us once again advert to the case of our own 
church, and I would ask whether even here, with that full 
and explicit confession of faith to be found in her articles, 
the writings and teaching of all those who have died in her 
communion without any public censure, have been in 
all cases strictly orthodox even in fundamental points. 
It would be invidious to allude to individuals. I will 
therefore leave the inquiry in this general form. But can 
there be a doubt as to the answer which must be given 
in this or any similar case of a regularly constituted 
church having a public confession of faith by which all 
her members profess to abiùe? How much less, then, 
could consent be expected where there was no such con- 
fession of faith? 
The fact is, as anyone who will take the trouble im- 
partially to study the works of the Fathers themselves, 
will at once see, there is the greatest possible diversity of 
sentiment among them e\Ten on the highest points, as in 
the former part of this chapter we have attempted to 
prove. 


SECTIO
 X.-REPLY 1'0 OBJECTIONS, AND CO
CLVDIXG 
REMARKS. 


I now proceed, in the last place, to reply to the objec- 
tiow; that have been urged against the views we :ul vucate. 
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One of these has been already disposed of in the former 
part of this chapter. It llas been objected that the posi- 
tion we maintain is just that of an the antient heretics, 
who always declined the testimony of tradition. I have 
already abundantly shown 1 that this is altogether a 
mistake, and that the heretics were in the habit of ap- 
pealing to the testimonies of preceding Fathers, and can- 
ing their doctrines the doctrines of the catholic church, as 
much as the orthodox. 
But it may be said,- 
If Scripture is our only divine informant, then if there 
nad been no Scriptures we should have had no divine 
informant. But would it not have been the duty of men 
to believe the traditionary notices of religion they would 
have possessed, and may not therefore what comes to us 
now under the name of" tradition" have a claim upon our 
belief? 
I reply, that God has not so left us, and therefore we 
cannot reason upon such a supposition, because the only 
ground for supposing that it would have been necessary 
to consider those traditionary notices a divine informant, 
arises from the hypotheÚs that otherwise there would 
have been no divine informant. Now it may be that God 
has given us the Scripture for the very reason, that with- 
ont it traùition would not have preserved the truth and 
been a divine informant. 
It is further objected, 2 however,- 
Thåt for more than two thousand years from the crea- 
tion men were actually left to " traùition." 
A more unfortunate argument never was urged, for, ill 
the first place, the example shows how utterly insufficient 
such a mode of transmitting truth is, when it failed even 
to perpetuate the knowledge of the one true God, the 
whole world lJaving soon lapsed into )Jolytheislll anù 
iùolatry; and tbe few cases of true believers that are left 


I See Sect. 7 above. 
2 N ewmall, v. 33U. llcllann. Dc Verh. Dei, iv. 4. 
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on record, heing such as were favoured with some pecu- 
liar and extraordinary divine manifestations. 
l\Ioreover, if " tradition" was sufficient, why was the 
law given through l\Ioses so carefully written? 
N or were men left previously to depend upon such a 
broken reed as "tradition:' They had conscience and 
the light of nature to direct them; insufficient guides 
doubtless to lead men to the knowledge of more than a 
few of the most elementary principles of religion, but 
nevertheless, an for the possession of which they are 
called to account in Scripture; for when the A postle 
relmkes the heathen world for their iniquities, he does 
so.. not because they disregarded " tradition," but because 
God's eternal power and Godhead lllay be clearly seen 
and understood from the works of creation, (Rom. i. 19, 
20,) and he intimates that the Gentiles lllay "do by na- 
ture the things contained in the law," and be " a law 
unto themselves,'. and" show the work of the law written 
in their hearts, their conscience bearing witnes8, and their 
thoughts the meanwhile accusing or else excusing one 
another." (Rom. ii. 1-1, 15.) 
And thus the Fathers thel11'ielves tell us, that Lefore 
the writing of the law, the bulk of mankind were left to 
the light of nature. 
Thus Justin l\Iartyr says that those among the heathen, 
such as Socrates and IIeraclitlls, who lived arcordi IIg to 
tlte dictates of reason, were Christians, though they Illight 
be reckoned atheists; 1 of the urtlwdox!J of wlticlt passllgc 
(liS of others qllotcd below) I say not/tillg, but it shows his 
view on the point now in question. 
Thus also lrenæus identifies the llccalog'ue with" those 
natural precepts which Ood from the Leginning implanted 
ill the hearts of men." 2 


I '01 p.ETa J\cryou {3IW(J(J.VTH Xpt<J'Tlavot HUt, KaJI a.ØEOI EVop.1CT61](Jav - OI'!V EV 
EÀÀ1](JI P.EV 
WKpaT1]S Kal HPaKÀHTOS Kat 01 ó/I.OWt allTOlS. Apol. I. 
 41;. p. 71. 
t'l\. HCllcti. (CIL Col. 1\1'01. '2. p. 133.) 
2 .Niun DClII:! primo Ipidcm pel' lutllll'ftlia JJI'æcxJ1tu, tJuæ ab iltitiu iltfi.Jfl 
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And Clement of Alexandria tells us, that " before the 
coming of Christ philosophy was necessary to the Greeks 
for righteousness;" t1)at " God is the cause of all good 
things, of some immediately, as of the Old and New Tes- 
tament, of others mediately, as of philosophy. Hut per- 
lIaps it [i. e. philosophy] was then given by him to the 
Greeks immediately, before that the Lord had called the 
Greeks; for this, as a schoolmaster, led the Greeks to 
Christ, as the law did the Hebrews. Therefore philoso- 
phy prepares beforehand, and makes ready the ,,yay for 
him who is perfected by Christ." 1 
Thus Tertulliall says, that" before the law was written 
by l\Ioses, the Fathers observed that which nature taught 
t.hem," and that by this Noah and others were considered 
righteous}Z 
Eusebius, that "before the written laws of l\Ioses, 
many of the earlier Fathers were adorned with the virtue 
of piety, through the right use of their reason." 3 
Theodoret, "that the Abrahalllic race received the 
divine law, and enjoyed the blessing of prophecy, but t1Je 
Governor of the universe led the other nations to piety 
through nature and creation." 4 


dedit hominibus, admonens e08 [i.e. Judæos,], id est, per Decalogum (quæ si 
quÍ8 non fecerit, non habet salutem), nihil plus ab eis exquisivit. IREN. Aùv. 
hær. iv. 15. ed. Mass. c. 28. ed. Grab. 
I Hv }.LEV ovv 7rpO 'T7JS 'TOV KVpLOV 7ra.povrftCJ.S ELS liL/Ca.LOrfVV7JV EÀÀ 7jrfW uva."y- 
/CaLa 4>lÀOrfof/>la. . . . 7ravrwv pEV "yap aL'T&OS 'TWV /CaÀwv b BEOS. "ÀÀa 'TWV 
}.LEV, /CaTa 7rP07j"yOV}.LEVOV, 
S 'T7JS 'TE liLa67]/C7]s 'T7Js 'II'aÀalas /CaL 'T7Js VEas. .,.WV 
liE, /CaT' E'II'a/COÀov61}p.a, &s 'T7jS 4>LÀorrolþLus. Taxa liE /CaL 7rP07J"yOVP.EVWS TOlS 
E^^7JrflV Elio67] 'TOTE, 'II'pLV 7] 'TOV KUplOV /CaÀErfal /Cal TOVS E^À7Jvas- E'II'ULlia- 
"Y"'7EL "yap /cUL alJT7] 'TO EÀ^7]VL/COJI &s ð vop.os 'TOVS EßpaLOus ELS XpLrf'TOV. IIpO'll'a- 
parr/CEvarEl 'TOLVUV 
 Iþl^OrfolþLa, 'II'pOOliO'll'OLovrra 'TOV lnro XpLrfTOU TEÀELOVP.EVOV. 
CLElIr. ALEX. Strom. lib. i. p. 331. ed. Potter (al. p. 282.) 
2 Ante legem l\Io;ysi scriptam, quæ naturaliter intelligebatur et a Patrihus 
custodiebatur. N am undE' N oe justUB inventus, si non illum naturalis legis 
justitia præcedebat? unde Abraham amicus Dei deputatus, si non de æquitate 
et justitia legis naturalis? &.c. Adv. Jud. c. 2. p. 184. ed. 1664. 
3 IIpo 'TWV E"yyp<<lþWV alJTou VO}.LWV, 'II'ÀELOVS 7Jli7j 'TWV 7rpO'll'aTOpWV OpOOLS ÀO-YLrr- 
P.OLS 6EOrfEßELas <<PET7j /CaTE/Coup.7]()7jrf<<". Præpar. Evang. lib. vii. c. 7. p. 30j. 
4 To P.EV "yap aßpap.:aLOv "yEV3S, KaL VO/WI' 6ELO" E')E
a'TO,.KaL 7rpOIþ"'lTI/C'1S a'll'"71- 
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Now whatever may he thought of these passages in 
other respects, it is at least clear from them that their 
authors did not hold that those who preceded l\Im
es were 
left to the guidance of " tradition," but to that of reason 
and conscience. 
The traditionary notices they might possess on the suh- 
ject of religion had not, as traditions. any definitive claim 
upon their beJief. They were not binding upon the con- 
science, on the ground of their having been transmitted 
to them by their ancestors. The uncertainty of the mode 
of conveyance made it necessary for them to test those 
notices by some independent standard of judgment. 
And that standard was the light of nature and the works 
of creation. . 
Look at the present state of the heathen world. There 
are evidently some remains of primitive tradition among 
them. But have they anything which can be called the 
word of God, any Divine rule of faith? Are they bound 
to recei"e the traditionary noticeB of religion that have 
corne down to them from their ancestors? Or rather, are 
they not bound, strictly speaking, to exercise the light of 
their natural reason and conscience, and reject those tra- 
ditions, as opposed to the voice of conscience and the 
testimony of creatioIl ? 
Such, alsu, had we been left to " tradition," would have 
been the case with us. There would have heen a vast 
number of traditionary doctrines, some of them havin2,. 
their origin in Divine revelation, though perhaps mnch 
corrupted from their original purity, and the greater 
Ilumber probably having their origin altogether in the 
dreams of the human imagination, and all of them coming 
down to us clouded with the doubt and uncertainty inse- 
parable from the mode of conveyance by which they were 
transmitted; and we should have been left to the guidance 


Àa.VrfE Xa.ptTOS. TO. /)E '}'E aÀÀa. EBII'/] ata T'/]S <þVrfECAJS Ka.t T'I)S ICTtrfECAJS E'7I'OI>7]'}'Et ""POS 
BeoUEßW1JI TCAJII bÀCAJII b ""PlJTa.lltS. TUEOTJORIT. Græc. affect. curat. Disput. I. 
prol'l' fin. Op. ('d. SchulzE', tom. iv. p. ï"!.,>. 
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of onr natural reason and cons('ience, to find Ollr ,,,ay 
among them as well as we could. 
K ow I need hardly remind the reaùer, that though 
the practical truths of Christianity are such as might 
he admitted to carry evidence with them of their divine 
origin, many of the doctrines of the Christian faith are 
not such as the natural reason and conscience would thus 
recognize as divine. \Y c need very direct proof of thC'ir 
revelation to convince us of their truth. Such proof 
we cannot have in "tradition," and therefore it pleased 
God to commit tbem to writing, that we mig])t have a 
sure testimony to the truth in all ages to the end of the 
world. 
In that which " tradition" delivers, the uncertainty of 
the mode of conveyance makes it necessary for reason to 
judge of the nature of the doctrine delivered. In that 
which Scripture delivers, our reason judges not of the 
doctrine delivered, but only of the grounùs for believing 
Scripture to be the word of God; and having ascertained 
Scripture to be the word of God, reason and conscience 
llave only to accept the revelation there made with an 
humble and implicit faith. 
\Ve do not, then, think it necessary to deny, that" tra- 
dition" might hand down to us a report of some truths 
that have a divil
e origin; but we maintain, that coming- 
from such a source such truths have not in themselves a 
claim to our belief. They lllllst be judged by reason and 
conscience, and in our case hy the light of that which we 
know to be a divine revelation; and whatever may be 
our individual feeling respecting them, never be laid down 
as part of the authoritative rule of faith for mankind in 
genera1. 
N or is it any argument against this that some of the 
early Christians believed, upon the testimony of those 
who gave only an oral report of the gospel. For it will 
he allowed on all hanùs that such oral report could not 
in itself have any authoritative claim UpOll the faith of 
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the l1P.arers. But it was gcn
ral1y a('companicd in those 
times wit.h some external signs, manifesting its divine 
nature, or otlJCrwise it was still more effectually impressetl 
upon the heart by the Spirit of God, through the 
ministrations of those who preached with the Holy 
Ghost sent down from heaven, rendering the more 
abundant testimony 'we possess to its divine origin un- 
necessary. 
Lastly, as our opponents think so much of the aut1lo- 
rity of tIle Fathers, we may add that Chrysostom CÀ- 
pressly refers the knowledge of the truths of religion 
enjoyed by the patriarchs before Moses to the revelations 
made directly to them. 
" 'Ve ought not," he says, " to have needed the aid of 
writings, but to have lived so purely, that the grace of the 
Spirit might have supplied to our souls the place of 
hooks; and as these are inscribed with ink, so onr souls 
hy the Spirit. But since we have driven away this grace, 
let us set sail afresh upon that second course of navigation 
that is open to us. For that the former was better, God 
hath manifested, both by what he hath said and by what 
he hath done. For to Noah and Abraham, and their 
descendants, and to Job and l\Ioses, he did not speak 
through writings, but he himself addressed them, finding 
their mind to be pure. But when the whole nation of 
the Hebrews fell into the depth of iniquity, then it wa
 
necessary that there should be for the future writings and 
tables, and the remembrance of things ùe preserved 
through these. AmI this happened, we may oùserve, not 
only with the saints of the Old Testament, hut also with 
those of the New. For God did not give any writing to 
the Apostles, ùut instead of writings he promised that he 
wouhl give them the grace of the Spirit. For' he,' 
saith lie, 'shall bring all things to your rellJembrance.' 
. . . . But when, in process of time, they errctl, some on 
account of doctrines, others in life and manners, [whil'h 
s1l0\\ s how soon Chrysostolll ùelieved such ('rrors to hav(' 
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prevailed] there was again need of writings to preserve a 
remembrance of the truth." 1 
Theophylact, as usual, follows with precisely the same 
remark. 
Again, it is objected,- 
That the promises of Christ ensure to the Church 
Catholic freedom from error in fundamental points, and 
therefore that in such point.s at least the testimony of that 
church must be equivalent to a divine informant. 
But, as we have already seen,2 1'vIr. Newman himself 
admits that all the promises of Christ to the Church 
would be fulfilled by the existence of a succession of indi- 
viduals in the church holding the true faith. The pro- 
mises of Christ, therefore, ensure only the existence of a 
body of true worshippers in all ages. N ow certainly the 
testimony of this select boòy might be considered a sure 
witness of the truth. But lww are we to obtain it? To 
gather the suffrages of all Christians is an impossibility. 
To select those by whose judgment we will abide is to 
constitute ourseh-es the judges, and make any appeal to 
others a mere self-deception. On this point, however, 
we have already spoken in a former page. 3 


I EBE& P.EV 7}p.as P.7]BE BElO'6aL 'T7]S a1TO 'TWV i'pap.p.a'TWV ßOTJ6ELOS. M7\' olnw ßLOP 
wapEXEO'6m Ka6upop, &s 'TOV nVEvp.a'TOS 'T7]V xaplV avn ßIß7\LWV i'EVEO'6aL 'TaLS 
7}p.Enpals 1þvxaIS, KUL Ka.6a7l"Ep 'TatITa Bla p.E7\avos, olnw 'TUS KapBIOS 'Tas 7}P.E'TE- 
pas BLa 7I"PEvp.a'TOS EYYfi'patþ6w.. E7I"E&B7] BE 'TatIT7]v BIEKpovO'ap.E6a 'T7]v XapLV, q>EPE, 
KaV'TOV ðEtlTEpOP aO'rrauwp.E6a 7I"7\ovv. E7I"fi bn 'TO 7I"pOTEpOV ap.Elvov 7]v, KaL BI' 
&v EI7I"E, Kal ðl' &v E7I"017]O'EP, EB7]7\WO'EP ð 0EOS. Kal i'ap 'TW NWE Kal 'TW A- 
ßpa.a.p. Kal 'TOIS i'OVOIS 'TOIS EKELVOV. Kal 'TW Iwß, KaL 'TW MWVdfL BE OV Bla i'pap.p.a- 
'TWV BIE7\Ei'ETO, a7\7\' atITOS BI' ÉatITov, Ka6apav E
pIO'KWV atITwv T7]V Buwolav. 
E7I"E&lì7] BE EIS atITov 'T7]s Ka.KlaS EVE7rEO'f 'TOV 7I"V6p.Eva å.7I"as 'TWV Eßpalwv ð B7]p.os, 
avai'Kalws 7\OI7l"OV i'pap.p.a'Tu Kal 7I"7\aKEs, Kal 7} Bta 'TOtITWV Ô7rOP.V7]dIS. Kal 'TOV- 
'TO, OVK E7I"l 'TWV EV 'T7] 7I"aÀala å."yIWV, MÀa Kal E7I"1 'TWV EV 'T7) KalV7] O'vp.ßa.v 
LBoL 'TIS av. OVBE"yap 'TOIS arrOd'To7\Ols EBwKE 'TL "ypa7M"ov ð 0EOS. a7\7\' UV'TL 
i'pap.p.aTwv 'T7]v 'TOV nVEvp.a'TOS E7r11"y"yEI7\a'TO ðWUElV XapLV. EKE&VOS i'ap bp.as 
avap.v7]O'EI, q>7]O'I, 7I"aV'Ta. . . . E7I"Elð7] BE 7I"oÀ7\ov 'TOV Xpovov 7I"PO"iOPTOS E
WKEl7\av, 
oÆ P.EV Bo"yp.a'Twv ÉVEKEV, oÆ ðE ßIOV Kal 'Tp07rWV, EBE7]O'E 7I"MIV T7]S arro 'TWV 
i'Pap.p.a'Twv lnrOP.V7]O'EWS. Chr;ysostom. in l\Iatth. horn. I. init. tom. vii. pp. 
1,2. 
2 See pp. 49 and 173, &c. above. 3 Ibid. 
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Further, it is objected that "traùition" is like that 
unwritten law of custom, which is aùmitted by all states 
as binùing. 
1\lr. Newman, speaking of the theory of the Romanists 
on the suLject of tradition (and the theory, as we have 
shown, both he himself and Dr. Pusey ace-ept) observes,- 
" By tradition they mean the whole 8ystem of' faith and 
ordinances which they have received from the generation 
before them, and that generation again from tbe genera.- 
tion before itself. And in this sense, undoubtedly, we all 
go by traùition in matters of the world. . . At this very 
time, great part of the law of the land is administered 
under the sanction of such a tradition; it is not contained 
in any formal or authoritative code, it depends on custom 
or precedent. . . . 'Vhen the Romanists say they adhere 
to tradition, they mean that they believe and act as 
Chri
tians have always believed and acted; they go by 
the custom, as judges and juries do." And this custom, 
" when traced back, has no beginning short of the Apostles 
of Christ, and is in consequence of di'Vine, not of human 
authority, is true and intrinsically binding, as well as ex- 
pedient. If we ask, why it is that these professed tradi- 
tions were not reduced to writing, it is answered that the 
Christian doctrine, as it has proceeded from the mouth of 
the Apostles, is too varied and too minute in its details to 
allow of it . . . . If, again, it be objected that this notion 
of an unwritten transmission of the truth being supposed, 
there is nothing to show that the faith of to-day was the 
faith of yesterday, nothing to connect this age and the 
Apostolic, they maintain} on the contrary, that over anù 
above the corroborative, though indirect, testimony of 
ecclesiastical writers, no error could have arisen in the 
c-llUrch without its being protested against, anù put down 
on this [1 its] first appearance; that from all parts of the 
church a cry would have been raised against the novelty, 
anù a declaration put forth, as we knmy was the practice 
of the early church, denouncing it." 1 
I Newman, pp. 38-!U. 
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Thus does 1\'[1'. Newman countenance the delusive 
statements by which Rome has gained over so many to 
her communion, that would represent the catholic church 
as having always been a compact united body, keeping 
her communion free from the taint of heresy, and handing- 
down, from age to age, with scrupulous :fiùelity, a full and 
complete code of doctrine and rites, delivered to her by 
the Apostles,-a represcntation as far as possible from 
the truth, and which it is difficult to conceive how any 
one that has looked with an impartial eye into the rc- 
cords of the church can for a moment entertain. It is 
a notion which even the writings of the third century 
repudiate. 
Mr. Reble follows in the same path, and contends, that 
on principles exactly analogous to those on which certain 
customs are received as part of the common law, certain 
" church practices and rules" "ought, apa'rt f'rom all 
Scriptu're evidence, to be received as traditionary, or 
common laws ecclesiastical;" adding, that "they who 
contend that the very notion of such tradition is a mere 
dream and extravagance . . . must, if they would be 
consistent, deny the va1idity of the most important 
portion of the laws of this and of most other old 
countries." 1 
The argument is, as usual, supplied by Bellarmine. 2 
These remarks of Mr. Keble I 111Ust confess myself 
unable to understand; for why it should follow that 
because I deny that we have sufficient evidence of any 
oral traditions of the Apostles, and consequently the 
binding nature of anything which may profess to be 
derived from them, therefore, to be consistent, I must 
deny the validity of the common law of this country, I 
cannot comprehend. I can ouly say, that when 1\11'. 
Keble has traced up any custom to the Apostlcs with the 
same certainty as wouM be req'uired in tracing up a cns- 


1 I'. 33. 
:: Pl' vcrh. Pej, iv. I:. 
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tom beyond the period of legal memory, to make it bind- 
ing in a court of common law, I shall be quite prepared 
to receive it as Apostolical. 
Be it observed, also, that this argument affects merely 
the customs, and not the doctrines of the church, not- 
withstanding 1\11'. Newman's attempt, in the extract 
given above, to make it include the latter as well as the 
former. 
But, after all, where is the similarity of the two cases, 
or what does the argument prove? Customs that have 
prevailed for several centuries are received by most states 
as an un\vritten law; so that if a custom can be clearly 
traced up beyond a certain period, it is ordained that, 
however it may have arisen, it shan be considered binding. 
But as it respects the church, t11ere is no tribunal or 
government authorized to enact such an ordinance; and 
if there were, it is obvious t11at the two cases are whoIly 
different, because the rites of the church are connected 
altogether with the worship of God, for the regulation of 
which, customs, casually or voluntarily introduced, are a 
most insufficient guide. Moreover, such rites only are 
binding upon the whole church, as were laid down for its 
observance by our Lord and his Apost1es. 
True, it may be, and no doubt is, necessary for the 
church to have rules and customs beyond what are laid 
down in the Scriptures, and it is wise to innovate as little 
as possible in such matters; and the duty incumbent 
upon her members of observing such rules, as long as 
they are not inconsistent with the declarations of Scrip- 
ture or their duty to God, is not here disputed. But the 
question is, whether such rules and customs are to be 
enforced as having been ordained by the Apostles, for 
which the evidence we have for that professed apostolical 
sanction is wholly insufficient. Trace them to the \postlcs 
with the same certainty that customs are traced beyond 
the period of legal memory before they are allowed to 
have the force of law, anù "e will at once admit thcm to 
have apostolical authority. 


.GG2 
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Lastly, a very favourite argument with our opponents, 
as with the Romanists, is, that as we are sati
fied to take 
the book of the Scriptures from the early church, so we 
cannot reasonably ohject to take the meaning of those 
Scriptures from her, for tlJ3t if we can trust the Fa- 
thers in the one case, so can we in the other. 
There is a very true remark in one of the" Tracts," 
that "anything has been ventured and believed in the. 
heat of controversy, and the ultimate appeal is to the 
('01/LmOn sense of mankind." (Tr. 85. p. 79.) To that 
" common sense" I leave the above argument. 
Let me, however, give an illustration of it. Mr. N ew- 
man, we will suppose, delivers a Treatise on J ustinca- 
tion, rather obscurely penned, (for so must we suppose 
to preserve the similarity of the two cases in 1\11'. N ew- 
man's view of the matter,) to a brother clergyman, to 
whom also he delivers orally an explanation of its mean- 
ing. The book travelling through many hands, accom- 
panied in each transfer with an attempted repetition of 
the oral comment, comes at last into my hands, and 
the deliverer gives me also the oral comment. N ow I 
shall get the book safe enough, but shall I 11e sure 
to get the explanation safe? If, in controverting the 
book, I should remark that this or that passage, though 
obscure as it stands in the book, certainly has such a 
meaning, because Mr. Newman in llis oral comment, 
which came to me through only a dozen successive de- 
liveries, declared that such was its meaning, might not 
an opponent reasonably say, 1\1y friend, you ought not 
to be so positive in the matter, for recollect how liable 
an oral communication is to alteration in passing through 
so many hands, and would not the rebuke be a very 
just one? Nay, who knows not how liable a sermon or 
speech is to be misreported even in its first transit, so 
that we lJOld any man to be unjust who condemns an- 
other upon such eviùence. 
And mark whither such a principle would lead us. 
'Ve receive the Lo{)k
 of the Old Testament from the 
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Jews. Therefore, accorùing to this argument, we are 
ùouIHl to receive the meaning of them from the J eW3. 
Therefore we are bound to reject the New Testament 
and Christianity altogether. 
" 'Ve can never be assureù," 
ays our learned Henry 
\Vharton (in his Preface to an old treatise by Bishop 
I)ecock on " Scripture the rule of faith," republished by 
him in the great Popish Controversy at the end of the 
17th century,) "that any articles were invariably aml 
entirely without any addition 01. diminution conveyed 
down to us by tradition; since it hath been in all times 
and ages observed, that matters of fact, much more of 
belief, not immediately 
olllmitted to writing presently 
degenerateù into fables, and were corrupted by the cap. 
ricious malice or ignorance of men. Nothing can eÄ.empt 
the tradition of the Christian religion from this fate, at 
least from our rea.sonable suspicions of it, but the infal- 
libility of that society of liën which conveys down this 
traùitioll. But the latter can never be known till this 
certainty of tradition be first cleared and presupposed, 
since the ùelief of this supposeù infallibility must at last 
be resolved into the sole truth and certainty of tradition. 
In the next place, tradition cannot certainly and in vari- 
ably propose the belief of Christianity to all private per- 
sons. For froUl whence shall this tl'aùition be received 
 
l"rolIl a Pope, or a Council, or both, or from none of these, 
but only tlte Universal C/wrclt? In everyone of these 
cases infinite difficulties will occur, which will singly ap- 
pear insuperable. As, \Vho is a true Pope, 'Vhat his 
intentions in defining were, 'Vhether he acted canoni- 
cally, In what sense he hath defineù. \VItat Councils, 
whether (Ecumenical, Patriarchal, or Provincial, may be 
securely trusted? TV/wt llre the necessary conditions and 
qual
ficatiolts of a general Council? 
Vlwtlter all these con- 
ditions were ever observed in alt!! Cou1lcil? "That these 
Councils are, what they have defined, what is the true 
SPIl...;C awl intcntion of thcir .lefinitiolls? Fr(J1/l wlwJJt 
IlIllst we learn tlte bel'iif of tlte Universal C/Ulrclt, if l
()pe.
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and Councils be rçjected? From all Cltristians, 01' oul!J 
from tlte clergy? If from tlte latter, wlwtlwr tlte assent of 
every member of tlte clergy be required? If not, lww great a 
part mug safely dissent from tlte rest? From whom the 
opinion of the mqjor part is to be received? JVlwtlteT 
from tlte writings of doctOTS 01' the teaclting of living pas- 
tors? If from the latter, wltether it be sufficient to hear 
one or a few PaTislt Priests, or all, or at least tlte major 
number, are personally to be consulted? All these diffi- 
culties may be branched out into many more, and others 
no less insuperable be found out; which will render the 
proposal of religion by way of tradition, if not utterly 
impracticable, at least infinitely unsafe. Thirdly, tradi- 
tion is so far from being independent on other articles of 
the Christian faith, that the belief of all other articles must 
be presupposed to it. For since all sects propose different 
traditions, and the truth of none of them is self-evident, 
it must first be kno\\ n \vhich is the true church "before it 
can be determined which is the true tradition. N ow, the 
knowledge of the true church can be obtained only two 
ways, either from the truth of her doctrines, or from the 
external notes of the true church. If the first way, then 
it must first be known what are the true and genuine 
doctrines of Christianity, the stedfast belief of which 
causeth this society to become the true church. But if 
the true church be known only from some external notes, 
these notes are either taught by Scripture, or found out 
oy the light of reason. If taught by Scripture, then the 
knowledge of the Divine authority of Scripture is ante- 
cedent to the knowledge of the true church, and conse- 
(PlCutly independent on it. For otherwise Scripture ,,;ill 
be be1ieved for the authority of the church, anù the church 
tor the authority ùf Scripture; which is a manifest circle. 
. . . Lastly, if the notes of the church may be founù 
out by natural reason, then to pass by the infinite con- 
tradictions which would arise from such a proposition, 
ihc::>e notes can }JC no other than antiquity, univcrsality, 
perpetuity, <lull ::ouch like; ('tH ry OJl(' of wltidL d(Jilt some u.a.'1 
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or otlter presuppose tlte knoll'ledge of tlte true doctrines of 
Cllristianity, as well as those of the present church. For 
the end of these notes is to compare the former with 
the latter, and consequently both of them must be first 
known." 1 
Such is the testimony of one of our most learned 
divines. It would be easy to multiply such testimonies, 
and considering the confident claims made by our oppo- 
nents to the suffrage of all our great divines in their 
favour, and which have justly contributed more than any- 
thing else to the support of their cause, such testimonie8 
are of considerable importance. But as a future chapter 
will be set apart for them, I will here only add one more, 
namely, that of Placette in his "Incurable scepticism of 
the Church of Rome," as translated and published by our 
learned Archbislwþ Tenison. I have already quoted more 
than once from this treatise, but there are some valuaùle 
remarks on the notion of grounding our faith on the 
"consent of doctors," of which I will here present the 
reader with the substance; and in which, we may observe, 
he distinctly maintains that no such consent has been ob- 
tainable in any age of the Church. 
"That it cannot be learned from the consent of doctors 
what is to be believed," is clear, he says, "1. Because it 
doth not appear who those doctors are. 2. Because those 
doctors whosoever they are do not always agree . . . It 
doth not appear who are those doctors whose consent is 
required [that is, as he explains, whetber tbey are bishops 
only or all the clergy] . .. But neither would that 
suffice, if it were of faith. Somewhat else wOlllcl be yet 
necessary, viz. to know certainly whether to give assent 
to the doctrine of these pastors and doctors, whosoever 
they ùe, it be required that all should consent in their 
lloctrine everyone of them, which they call all matltcllw- 
Il(.dU!J; 01' whether the consent of all IIwrall!J, that is 


I I'ref. to " A Treatise proving Scripture to he the rule of fiÛth, writ by 
[{l'!-;inald I'cacod.. 13i8hop of l'hichc:>LCr, hefurc the Rduml<Llioll, ahout the 
Jl.'ar J J.';O." Lunll, 11;1111. 4to. 
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almost an will snffice: agJ.in, who tlley are exactly that 
may be called all morally , and how great a part of the 
whole may dissent without prejudicing the infallibility of 
the rest, whether the third, or the fourth, or the tenth, 
or the hundredth, &c. who shall define this? If aH ma- 
thematically must consent, God would have appointed a 
rule which never existed; for so absolute a consent neve? 
was among the governors of the church. But he which 
shaH say, it sufficeth that almost all consent, ought not 
only to affirm but also to prove what he says. But how 
shan so obscure a thing be proved? or what certainty can 
be had in it ? Yet grant it can be had, it is still to be 
difined when almost all can be said to Ilave consented; for 
that hath a certain latitude wherein some men wiU think 
that number to be included which others hold excluded. 
But not to seem too scrupulous, let our adversaries de- 
fine this as they please, and almost all be accounted to 
have consented when only a tenth, twelfth, or twentipth 
part shall dissent. Let aU this be as certain, as it is 
indeed doubtful and uncertain. I ask, whether that con- 
sent which it shaH have pleased our adversaries to define 
necessary is always to be had? If anyone think 
o, he 
must be a stranger to aU ecclesiastical history, and never 
have heard of the prevailing heresies of Arius, N estorius, 
and Eutyches, not to mention others. But you will say, 
they were heretics, whereas we require only the consent 
of catholics. Right; but it did not. sensibly appear they 
were heretics; Tat/ler that was then tlte question, who were 
heretics and wlw orthodox. For the Arians, N estorians, 
and Eutychians took to themselves the name of catholics, 
and branded the rest with the imputation of 11eresy. 
lYOW if this question, which was certainly a matter of faith, 
was to be determined only from the consent of rlo('tors, it 
('ouZd never have been determined to the world's end, since 
flUft consent was neve'l" to be found. But to deal liberally 
with our adversaries, have not those often dissented whom 
thcmselves acknowledge catholic? In the second and 
third age the Asiatics disscnted ii.om the Enropeans 
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about the celebration of Easter. In the third age, all the 
Africans, and many of the Asiatics, from the rest about 
the rebaptization of heretics. In the fourth age, the fol- 
lowers of Theophilus, Epiphanius, and S1. IIierome from 
tIJe favourers of Origen about his condemnation," &c. &c. 
" That the consent of doctors, even when it can be had, 
is more difficult to be known than that we can by the 
help of it attain to the knowledge of the truth. . . . This 
consent, if it could be had, is not so manifest and obvious 
as a rule of faith ought necessarily to be, which by the 
confession of all must be clear, evident, and easy to be 
applied. This Duvall assigns for 'an essential condition 
of a rule of faith,' and acknowledgeth that' if a rule ob- 
scurely proposetll the mysteries of faith it would thereby 
become no rule.' And for this reason our adversaries so 
much exaggerate the obscurity of Scripture that they may 
thereby show it could not be given by God for a rule of 
faith. To which end Gr. a Valentia layeth down this 
axiom, which he afterwards applieth to the Scripture, 
'The sentence of that authority which is to judge of all 
matters of faith ought to be manifest, that it may be easily 
understood by all the faithful. For if that authority doth 
not teach perspicuously and plainly, it will be of no use to 
that end.' So he, and with him many others. If, there- 
fore, I shall show that the consent of pastors about mat- 
ters of belief is so obscure and difficult to be known that 
even the most learned, much more illiterate, men cannot 
avoid error in searching it out, I shall therehy prove that 
it could not be given to us by God as a common rule of 
things to be believed. This ob,scurity and difficulty 
al"iseth frolIl three causes. The first is the amplitmle of 
the church diffused throughout the whole world, which 
permits not the faith of all p
istors to Le known unless 
"e travel through all those regions wherein they are dis- 
persed. . . .. The second reason of the difficuJty of 
knowing the C01lllll0n consent of other doctors, is the 
ouscure knowledge which is in thc church of sumc puints 
('oucerning which no disputatiuH hath 1Jccn y('t raised. 



458 


PATIUSTICAL TUADITION 


For nothing IS more true than that opinions are illus- 
trated by controversies. . . 'Ve proceed to the third 
reason, which consisteth in this, Tlwt some opinions are 
vften divulged in tlte church as revealed by God and ap- 
proved by the clutrch and are everywhere taugltt, wlticlt at 
last are found out and known to be false," &c. "That it 
doth not suffice, it be known that anything is taught 
unanimously by the governors of the church, unless it ap- 
pear that it is taught to be of faith; but that this is most 
uncertain. . . Not whatsoever they unanimously affirm 
is to be received as the revelation of God, anù the doc- 
trine of the church, but only what they unanimously 
maintain to be of faith This Ganus and Bellarmlllc 
plainly insinuate . . .. Before we believe therefore the 
doctrine of the Governors of the church,.we must consider 
how they teach it, whether as of faith; if not, we must 
suspend our assent. N ow bishops parsons and preachers 
ure wont to teach 'what seems true to them and agreeing 
"ith divine revelation; but very rarely to admonish 
whether what they teach be of faitl
 ur a consequent of 
faith, whether expressly revealed or coherent to things 
revealed. This Holden acknow ledgeth, "V e never 
heard,' saith he, , that the church in delivering the 
Christian doctrine exhibited or composed a Catalogue of 
l.evealed articles and divine institutions, whereby those 
articles of divine faith illight be separately and distinctly 
known from all others, which are either of ecclesiastical 
institution, or not immediately founded upon divine reve- 
]ation, but taught all togetlter confusedly and indistinctly.' 
LIence even those divines who agree in the truth of any 
article often differ in judging whether it be of faith." 1 
These remarks, though made with a more especial re- 
tcrence apparently to the particular age of the ch urch in 
\\ hich the inquirer may live, are yet more forcible with 
regard tu tIle system of our opponents, for the difficulties 
here mentioneù as operating against the possibility of ob- 
taining consent uf ductorh are such as wuuld be gTeater in 
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the latter than in the former case. And we may say the 
same for the remarks which follow these against the pos- 
sibility of finding any sure ground for our faith in the 
consent of the universal church, including clergy and 
laity, respecting which he proceeds to prove (as quoted 
in a former page) "that there is nothing whereon the 
faith of all private Christians can less rely; 1. Because it 
Joth not appear what is that universal church whose faith 
is to be the rule of ours. 2. Because it is not known 
what is the faith of that church. 3. Because it is not 
Ulanifest, whether the faith of any church assignable be 
true," 1 on each of which points he aJds some valuable 
remarks which I would commend to the notice of the 
reaJer. 2 
It is "' orth remarking that the scheme of our opponents 
has been a favourite notion with some of the irenical 
writers, \\"ho, feeling the want of some court of appeal by 
which the differences dividing the several parties of the 
Christian world from onc another coulJ be deciJed, have 
fancied like the Tractators that they could find such an 
arbitrator in the consent of the Fathers of the first few 
centuries. Such seems to have been the notion of the Ro- 
hlê:l11Ïst Cassander, who in his irenical exposition of the 
articles of the faith professes to have scrupulously followed 
that conscnt as his guiùe. 3 Such also was the view ex- 
pressly advocated by the Lutheran George Calixtus and 
others in the 17th century, who entertained the hope of 
thereby effecting a reconciliation between the Romanists 
and Protestants, and bringing the whole church to a statc 
of peace and amity;j. a COllSUl1l111ation worthy of any 
labours and efforts for its accomplishmcnt, hut little likely 
tu be brought about by such means, or indeed by any 


1 See c. 24. 2 See cc. 2-1-27. 
3 See Cassandri ConsuItatio prope finem. 
.1 Eo devenerunt [i. c. G. Calixtus, Conr. Horneius et Christ. Dreierus] ut 
SClipturæ Sacræ consensnm Ecclesiæ aut Patrum, præsertim quinque priorum 
s:cculorum adjungcrcnt, contelllicrentque in reùus duhiis ('onsensum ilIum ccu 
\critati:;. rcgulam amplcctcmlum, ct fluid'luid ibto consensu nitcl'ctur, ho(' 
".,hun crcllilu ad balutcm Cò>:>C Ilccc::'::'dl'ium, lICC adcfI funllamcntalcs l'rrotl.
 cx- 
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human means. But" consent of Fathers" is indeed a 
broken reed to depend upon for such a purpose. 
I conclude with one remark, viz., That IllY object ill 
this chapter has not been to withdraw from the Fathers 
that respect that is due to many of them, but to show that 
the notion put forward by our opponents respecting their 
claim to our belief, as an authority binding upon the 
conscience, is utterly without founda,tion. In doing this, 
it has been impossible to avoid an exposure of their mis- 
takes and infirmities, which one would willingly have 
been spared the necessity of making. If a near and dear 
relative were to be set up by a party in the Christian 
church as an infallible expositor of the Divine word, 
having authority over the consciences of men, and a right 
to our implicit faith in his decisions, the nearness of the 
relationship would doubtless render the task of exposing 
the absurdity of such a notion, one which we could not 
undertake without considerable pain. Infinitely rather 
'would we have had the task of cOillmending his good qua- 
lities to others, and exhorting them to follow him, as he 
followed Christ. But are we, therefore, to acquiesce in 
tbe notion, and be parties to the delusion? 
Very similarly circumstanced are we in the treatment 
of our present subject. Certain Fathers of the Christian 
church, viz., those whose writings remain to us, have 
been placed before us by a party in the church, as the in- 
fallible expositors of the Divine word and doctrine. 
Now, of such men it is painful to speak but with re- 
gard to those points in which we may justly respect and 
follow them. It is an ungrateful task to point out their 
infirmities and dissensions. But when their claims upon 
us are magnified to an extent to endanger the very foun- 
dation upon which our faith is built, however painful the 


prohrari illis})osse, qui crederellt qnæ cum isto Patrum con sensu convenircllt. 
Hoc nimirum illuù ipsum crat, quod Vincentium Lerinensem ùocuisse ant('a 
obscrvavimus, quem et ducem hie se sequi ipsimet profitebantllr. lludd. lsal{. 
ad Thcolog. Jib. ii. c. ;3. voJ. i. p. 511. 
ce also Walch. ßihlioth. vol. ii. 
PlI. 49ü &s. 
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task may be, it is one of which duty to the church re.. 
quires the performance. It is the natural and inevitable 
consequence of their having been exalted by onr oppo- 
nents to a seat of authority, which does not belong to 
them. As men of talent and piety, and connected with 
an early period of the Christian church, their statements 
are of considerable val ue, both from the character of 
their authors, and as witnesses of what was held by some 
portion of the primitive church in their day. As wit- 
nesses to facts coming under their own observation, their 
testimony is invaluable. But to set up their consent as 
a practically infallible reporter of the teaching and tra- 
ditions of the Apostles, is not only to give their witness 
an authority over our consciences to which it has not the 
shadow of a title, but is, in fact, to make an appeal to that 
which neither ever had any existence, nor, if it bad, would 
be ascertainable by us. 
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CI-IAPTER VI. 


ON THE GROUNDS ON WHICH THE DOCTRINE RESTS THAT 
SCRIPTURE IS THE WORD OF GOD. 


IT is a remark continually in the mouth of our oppo- 
nents and the Romanists, HI at if we do not allow dw 
claim they set up for patristical tradition, we take away 
the foundation upon which rests the doctrine that Scrip- 
ture is the 'V ord of God; for that upon the testimony of 
patristical tradition, rests altogether the doctrine of the 
inspiration of Scripture. 
This, I hope to show, is very far from being the case; 
anù that however insufficient the testimony of the patris- 
tical tradition we possess may be, to be a certain witness 
of the oral teaching of the A postles, or to be considered 
a divine informant, the doctrine of the inspiration of 
Scripture stands unmoved, and on a firm foundaíion. 
This is the subject of the fifth of the positions we havc 
noticed above (pp. 37, 8) as embodying the doctrine of 
our opponents on the question we are discussing, and to 
it I think it desirable to direct the attention of the reader, 
before we proceed further. 
It will not, I hope, be denied that a saving belief in 
Scripture being the 'Y ord of God, must be the work of 
the Spirit of God upon the heart; and that such a faith 
might bc produccd under that influcncc, evcn tlwugh the 
extcrnal evi(lcncc Rhoulù ùc in it
clf wf'ak and insnffi- 
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cient; and that such a faith is of the highest and most 
perfect kind, including all and more than an, which can 
be produced by a faith wrought by the force of evidence 
alone; and that any other faith, as long as it stanùs alone, 
is, in fact, useless. 
Here, however, I cannot but remark, that when our 
opponents are speaking on such subjects, there is a re- 
markable anù lamentable lack of reference (to use th(' 
mildest phrase) to the necessity of this spiritual inflllenc(' 
in the hearts of indiviùuals to produce true Christian 
faith. 
For, as their favourite Archbishop Laud will tell them, 
it is "God's Spirit who alone works faith ancl belief of the 
Scriptures and their divine authority, as well as other 
articles;" our assent to this truth is "by tbe operation of 
Goù's Spirit." "The credit of Scripture to ùe divine, re- 
solves, finally, into that faith which we have touching 
God himself, and in the same order. For as tbat, so this 
hath three main grounds, to 'which all other are redu- 
cible. The first is, the tradition of the church; and this 
leads us to a reverend persuasion of it. The second is, 
the light of nature . .. The third is, tlte ligltt of llte 
text itself, in conversing wherewitlt we meet with the Spirit 
of God, inwardly inrlining our hearts, and sealing tlte full 
assurance of the sufficiency of all three unto us. And tltf>U, 
and not before, we are certain, that the Scripture is the 
,V ord of God, both by divine, and by infallible proof;" 1 
from which latter passage (and many similar and stronger 
occur in the context) we may see how far the Archbishop 
was from the sentiments of our opponents on the point 
which forms the subject of this chapter. 
True Christian faith, then, in Scripture being th(' 
'V orù of God, rests ultimately upon a testimony of a 
much better kind, than the witncss of man can supply in 
any casc. 
To the question, How shall we undoubtelIly kIlOW the. 
Scripture
 to be the "r onl of Oud ? " I answer," :;ays Dr. 
· HcpJ.v to Fibhcr. 
 Ifi. 81111 fin. I'd. lfiUCi. p. ï4. 
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Chaloner, "that we may know them to be so, partly by 
the light of the ,V ord, tlmt is, t!)e divine notes and clla- 
racters therein imprinte.d, and partly by the enlightening 
and persuading grace of God's Spirit, enabling us to see, 
and moving us to believe wl)at we see." 1 And he re- 
marks,-" The former, (which is the word itself, and tbe 
notes thereof,) cannot be denied by an ingenuous Papist, 
to be there found; for howsoever some of them, byajust 
judgment of God, f01" being injurious to the Scriptures, in 
branding them with obscurity, imperfection, &'c., have been 
so blinded by tlte Prince of Darkness, that, (setting aside 
the judgment of the Church,) no reason to them hath ap- 
peared wherefore Æsop's Fables should not as well as the 
Scriptures themselves be thought canonical, yet others, as 
Bellarmine, Greg. de Valentia, Gretser, &c., do knowledge 
these distinguishing notes to be in their kind argumen- 
tative, and to shine in them, as the excellency of the doc- 
trine, concord, efficacy, and the like, whereby may be ve- 
rified of the whole Book of God, w hat the officers sent by 
the Pharisees and Priests said of our Saviour, JolIn vii. 
Never man spake like this man. Nor is the latter (which is 
the inward testimony of the Spirit) denied, by the learneder 
sort of Papists, to possess another chief place in the dis- 
covery of the Scriptures. For although in popular air 
they seem to vent the contrary, yet when they are called 
to give a more sober account in writing, they utter the 
same in effect w bich we do." 2 
Be the case, then, as it may in this respect, with that 
which patristical tradition delivers to us, Scripture at 
least has a testimony to the fact of its being a revelation 
from God, far higher and more influential than any 
lmman witness. 
Hence the conclusion of the Tractators, that because 
there is (as tlley suppose) as good testimony in the FatJ1ers 
for the apostolicity of certain doctrines and rites, as for 
the apostolical origin of the Scriptures, tlJerefore if we 
1 Credo Sand. Eccles. Cathol. ed. 1 G38. p. 104. 
2 lb. pp 98-100. 
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beJieve the latter, we must also believe the former, is 
altogether groundless and unwarrantable. For even 
supposing that the patristical testimony for the two 
sl10uid be equally strong (which we altogether deny) this 
is but one, and the least persuasive portion of the evi- 
dence for the divine origin of Scripture. The Fathers 
may bear equally strong testimony to two things, one of 
which is true, and the other false; and of which, there- 
fore, the former only has the witness of the Spirit in its 
favour. 
And that more influential witness of the Spirit is, we 
may hope, enjoyed by every humble-minded enquirer 
after the truth; for if they who are evil, as our blessed 
Lord reminds US, know how to give good gifts unto their 
children, how much more shall our heavenly Father give 
the Holy Spirit to them that ask him. Nor will it be any 
cause for scepticism to a mind thus taught, if it should 
even happen that the external evidence for the divine ori- 
gin of that 'V ord which he venerates as the ,V ord of 
God, is less strong than it might be. 
How, indeed, is a conviction of the divine origin of 
Scripture to be produced otherwise in thousands who are 
unable to investigate the external evidence? To those 
who know 110t wbat that evidence is, or are unable to 
appreciate it, it cannot be a sufficient foundation for faith. 
And shall we deprive Christianity of its greatest glory, 
as being the Dispensation of the Spirit, and leave the poor 
anù illiterate either to grope their way among the records 
of antiquity to find a foundation for their faith, or to pin 
their faith upon the affirmation of a few individuals, when 
Scripture offers such gracious promises of assistance to 
the sincere enquirer after the truth? 
"fo make historical testimony the only ground for belief 
in this truth, is eqnivalent to admitting that nine-tenths 
of mankind have no sure founùation for their belief in it; 
for ho"vever valid that testimony may be, they neither 
know what it is, nor are able to appreciate its valne. 
Thus much, then, we haye felt it necessary to premise 
VOL. I. H H 
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ón a point, wbich, alas! the Tractators seem altogether to 
bave overlooked. 
Further, to make the doctrine of the inspiration of 
Scripture rest upon the bare affirmation of the Fathers, 
(as our opponents do,) is equivalent to saying that our be- 
lief in the divine origin of Scripture is founded on no 
better evidence than the belief of l\Iohammedans in the 
divine origin of the Koran. For the chief and vital point 
in this doctrine is tbe divine origin of tbe revelation con- 
tained in Scripture, for which dIe belief of any number of 
individuals is no sufficient foundation for faitb. 
Let us observe that it is not a mere matter of fact 
whicb is here involved, not wbat could ever be the object 
of lmowledge to any individual, but a doctrine w}Úch, in 
all cases, could only be an object of faitll. l\Ioreover, it 
is a doctrine standing upon a foundation peculiar to itself. 
For even granting that patristical tradition might be a 
safe medium for the conveyance of the oral teaching of 
the Apostles, the concession proves nothing for the vali- 
dity of such tradition, as a proof of the inspiration of the 
Apostles; for it is not the assertion of any number of in- 
dividuals, or of the Apo:;tles themselves, that can be any 
sufficient proof to us of their inspiration. 
N or does it help us to take such tradition as indicatin
 
that strict catholic consent which we luay suppose from 
the promises of Christ to ensure freedom from error, for 
supposing that we had such catholic consent it couhl 
prove nothiHg in the point about which '" e are now in- 
quiring, because its supposed authority rests upon the 
very truth in question. Catholic consent, to one who is 
yet unconvinced of this truth, is but the consent of a cer- 
tain number of individuals, and he who says that he be- 
lieves the divine mission of our Lord and his Apostles 011 
such a ground, does in effect say that he believes the 
Christian religion because a certain number of persons 
believed it eighteen centuries ago, which would be as 
good a reason for believiug" any form of Paganism or 1\10- 
IJalUUlcdisl11. 
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This, therefore, is a truth, the proof of which extend.. 
over a much wider field than patristical tradition, and re- 
quires a much broader foundation than such tradition can 
supply it with. 
'Ye may, indeed, be indebted to patristical tradition as 
one and a necessary witness of the facts ul'on which tlle 
external evidence for Scripture being the ,V orù of God is 
founded, but no assertions of Christian writers that the 
New Testament is a divine revelation can be of tltemselces 
any more a sufficient proof that so it is, than the asser- 
tions of 1\Iohammedan writers that the Koran came from 
God. 
As this matter is of no little importance, let us consider 
it a little more carefully. 
'Ye are to believe this doctrine, say our opponents, on 
the testimony of ecclesiastical tradition. Nay, they ten 
us that we cannot prove it but by such tradition. Now, 
as we have already observed, our belief in ecclesiastical 
tradition is claimed on two grounds, first, as a faithful 
witness of what the Apostles delivered orally, and se- 
condly, on the ground that the promises of God forbid 
the supposition that the whole church should be in error 
on an important point. 
Take, then, first, the case of an unbeliever, and supposc 
him to be told that he is bound to believe this truth on 
the evidence of ecclesiastical tradition. You, therefore, 
in effect tell him that he is bound to believe this truth, 
because those of whose character and inspiration he is in 
doubt affirmed it, (which by the way he could learn a
 
well from their writings as from tradition,) and because in 
that very book whose divine origin is in question it is pro- 
mised that. Christians shall not universally err in sHch a 
point. A wonderfully convincing argument this truly! 
The absurdity of the attempt to prove the true character 
of onr Lord and his Apostles, upon .which the inspiration 
of the K ew Testamcnt depends, from that church-tra(li- 
tion, whose value as a teacher in the doctrines of religion 
11 n 2 
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has no fonndation but. that character to rely upon, is 
tran sparen t. 
lIence, perhaps, it is that the lovers of tradition are so 
lukewarm (to say the least) as to the distribution of the 
Scriptures to such. For it must be admitted that he who 
endeavours to teach men from the Scriptures (which, 
blesseù be God, is the great principle of Protestantism) 
must be prepared to prove that they arc the word of God 
upon grounds that include much more than the Church's 
testimony in their favour. 
And here is observable the great difference between 
the mode of teaclling men advocated by our opponents 
and the Romanists, and that which corresponds with the 
great principle of Protestantism. Our opponents anxiously 
urge upon us the doctrine that we are to go to patristical 
tradition for what we teach men, and that after we have 
so done, Scripture is to be resorted to as a paranel revela- 
tion to confirm us in the views derived from tradition. 
The Fathers, however, to whom they are so fond of 
appealing, certainly took a different course, for they ap- 
pealed to the Scriptures as the great teacher of mankind, 
and urged upon unbelievers the various evidences upon 
,,,hich their claim to divine authority rests, herein mani- 
festly dissenting from our opponents, and showing that 
they regarded those evidences as sufficient to prove that 
ùivine authority. 
The process of spiritual education, then, according to 
tbe notions of our opponents is this,-The learner is to be 
taught by the representative of the Church the traditions 
of the Church upon the subject of religion, and then when 
he has embraced the truths of Christianity upon the tes- 
timony of the Church, the Church delivers to him certain 
writings composed by those from whom she has originally 
derived the faith, and the learner having beforehand be- 
come a believer in the faith and a faithful disciple of the 
Church, receives those Scriptures as divine upon the testi- 
mony of the Church. 
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" 'Vhen we say t.herefore," our opponents may urge, 
"that it is church-tradition by which alone we know that 
Scripture is the word of God, we are speaking of those 
who have been brought up in the bosom of the Church, or 
at least have been instructed by her," i. e. in short (whe- 
ther they proceed to so distinct an admission of the fact 
or not) believers, for men must be either believers or un- 
believers, that is those who already believe in the divine 
mission of our Lord and his Apostles
 and consequently 
that the revelation made by them came from God. 
N ow there can be no doubt that in the very. earliest 
times of the Christian Church many did become acquainted 
with the revelation now contained in the Scriptures 
through the medium of that instruction which they re- 
ceived from ministers of the Church, who communicated 
to them the true unadulterated doctrine delivered by our 
Lord and his ApostJes. But even they did not believe 
its divine origin on the sole ground of church-tradition. 
Their belief was founded partly upon the internal evidence 
afforded by the power and excellence of the revelation, 
and partly upon those external testimonies which in- 
cluded much more than the teaching of the Church. 
But to assume, what is taken for granted in the rea- 
soning of our opponents just aHuded to, that the true and 
unadulterated doctrine delivered by our Lord and his 
Apostles has been perpetuated in the Church by tradition 
to the present time, so that her pupils are instructed in 
that doctrine from tradition and not from Scripture, is to 
assume the very point which is in dispute, viz. that tradi- 
tion is a safe mediuUl for the conveyance of doctrinal 
matters. 'Ve ùeny the truth of this position, and main- 
tain that had the truth been left to church-tradition for 
its perpetuation, it would have required a miraculous in. 
terference on the part of God to have preserved it, and 
consequently that where the teaching of the Clmrch is 
agreeable to Scripture, it is to Scripture that we are in- 
debted as the means of its preservation, and that where 
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that tcaching goes beyond Scripture, no claim can be justly 
made for it as inspired teaching on account of the uncer- 
tainty of tradition. 
'Ve deny, therefore, the truth ?f the assumption here 
made, that the Church where she teaches the truth teaches 
from tradition. Church-tradition has not preserved the 
truth. The Scriptures have preserved it, anù the Church, 
through the Scriptures, has been enabled to retain it. 'Ve 
consequently deny the inference here drawn from that 
assumption. 
And, in fact, the main question upon which the inspira- 
tion of Scripture depends still recurs. For how, I would 
ask, was the pupil of the Church convinced that the 
religion preached to him by the Church came from God? 
The chief and necessary mean for that conviction was 
the power of the Spirit of Goù impressing it upon his 
heart and conscience, and this united with the internal 
evidence in its favour, is all of which nine-tenths of man: 
kind woulù be capable. Ha ve they not, then, equal proof 
in every respect for the divine origin of the same religion 
when they meet with it in the pages of Scripture? Is the 
teaching of the Church so superior to the teaching of the 
Apostolical writing.s, that the Christian religion com- 
mends itself to the consciences of men more in the for- 
mer than in the latter? The evidence, then, whatever 
it be, which would induce men to receive the orthodoÅ 
teaching of the Church as ùivine, is the evidence npoll 
which they believe the divine origin of the religion de- 
Jivereù to us in the Holy Scriptures. 
How, indeed, were many of the heathen in early 
times brought to a knowleùge and belief of the Chris- 
tian religion by the first Christian l\Iissionaries, if the 
internal testimony united with the work of the I-Ioly 
Spirit on the heart is not sufficient to produce faith in 
it? And if that testimony is sufficient, then the witness 
of Scripture does not absolutely require the evidence of 
history to produce faith in its declarations being a ùivine 
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revelation. For surely the testimony of the Apostles in 
t.he New Testament is as efficient a preacher as any un- 
inspired man can be. 
True, it may be objected that even a proof of tIle divine 
origin of the truths delivered to us in the Scriptures does 
not strictly l)rove that those Scriptures were indited by 
inspired authors, but not to say that under the circum- 
stances of the case it goes a long way towards it, the 
great and only essential point is, whether the truths de- 
livered in it are of divine origin, whether the authors of 
those revelations contained in it were inspired. In a 
word, the great point in the question of the inspiration of 
Scripture is, whether the religion delivered in it is from 
God. And though the proof of this will not demonstrate 
the inspiration of the Scriptures, it is the most necessary 
part of the evidence for the proof of that truth, and the 
only thing necessary for salvation. 
The testimony, therefore, of the church or patristical 
tradition falls at least far short of a proof of the doctrine 
of the inspiration of Scripture. 
But altllOugh the internal evidence, united with the 
operations of the Spirit of God upon the heart, may be 
.with the generality the great and almost sole proof, and 
with all a necessary part of the proof, of the divine origin 
of the religion delivered to us in the Scriptures, and con- 
sequently of the inspiration of the Scriptures, yet no 
doubt there is also powerful external evidence to this 
truth; and to the unassisted mind this external evidence 
is a necessary part of the proof of the inspiration of these 
particular writings, and an important part of the proof 
of the divine origin of the revelation contained in them, 
though not perhaps absolutely necessary when we con- 
sider the force of the internal evidence, which, I think, 
facts show us, is the great inducement to men to embrace 
the Christian faith. 
Now, tllis external evidence to the doctrine of the 
inspiration of 
cripture and to the question of the ex- 
tent of the inspired writings rests upon certain facts, the 
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knowledge of which must be conveyed to us by the tes- 
timony of others. Here, then, patristical tradition neces- 
sarily comes in as an important part of that testimony. 
But even here it forms only a part of the testimony. 
Lf>t us now, then, proceed to observe what is the evidence 
we have, apart from the witness of the Spirit, to the in- 
spiration of the Scriptures, a question which of course 
includes that of their canonicity, genuineness, and uncor- 
rupted preservation, as we shall see in the course of the 
inq uiry. 
I will take the case of the New Testament only, as that 
is the one more particularly concerned in tbis contro- 
versy, and the inspiration of the New Testament being 
proved, the inspiration of the Old Testament easily fol- 
lows. 
I would observe, then, on this head, first, that it must 
be admitted that if we can establish the divine mis- 
sion of our Lord, and the inspiration of his Apostles, 
it follows, that their instructions on the subject of re- 
ligion are to be considered as the 'V ord of God. 
I am quite aware that this position will be disputed 
by some, who, in order to enhance the value of "tradi- 
tion," do not regard it as a sufficient proof that a book is 
inspired, that it was written by an inspired Apostle, and 
therefore hold the necessity of "tradition," for assuring 
us that these particular prod9ctions of the Apostles were 
inspired. But I would ask, how was the distinction made 
between their inspired and uninspired productions? By 
what authority did they who formed the canon of Scripture 
decide that these productions only of the Apostles were 
inspired. 'Yill it be said that there were other writings 
of the Apostles on the subject of the Christian religion 
which were not inspired, or was it not the sole question 
with the Church, when admitting books bearing the 
Apostles' name into the canon, whether tbey were genuine? 
All that the Apostles delivered on the subject of religion, 
being delivered Ly persons divinely inspired, may be con- 
.idered as the 'V ord of God; and all that the primitive 
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eh urch ever imaginl'd to be necessary to prove respecting 
the writings of the Apostles, when determining the extent 
of the canon, was their genuineness. 
Suppose a work not included in the canon could be 
proved to have been "Hitten by one of the Apostles after 
the day of Pentecost, would any man who fuBy believed 
that it was written by an inspired Apostle, venture to say 
that he would not receive it because the Apostle might 
not have been inspired in writing it? 
This question, as it appears to me, is one of prime im- 
portance in this matter. For if it be not admitted that 
all that the Apostles wrote on the subject of }'eligion was 
divinely inspired, then what evidence have we that those 
particular productions of the Apostles included in the 
IX ew Testament were inspired? 'Ve want, in that case, 
divine direction as to what productions of the Apostles 
were inspired, and what were not; and how is this to be 
obtained? The Romanists will reply,-from " tradition" 
and the authority of the Church. But if by " tradition" 
they mean the oral teaching of the Apostles, I reply that 
we have not the slightest evidence that the Apostles ever 
did claim for those particular productions of theirs any 
greater authority than for the rest of their instructions; 
and that the internal testimony of their writings shows 
that they entertained no such idea. It is quite true that 
they spoke sometimes by permission, and not by com- 
mandment, and gave advice for which they did not claim 
the direct sanction of the Holy Spirit; but this is no 
proof that they were not at all times guided by that 
Spirit when formaIly delivering the doctrines and pre- 
cepts of Christianity. 
l\loreover, the language of the Fathers clearly shows 
that they consiùered it to be only necessary to prove that 
a book or doctrine came from an Apostle, to prove its 
inspiration and authority; I and that, when determining 


I See Euseb. Hist. Eccles. lib. iii. cap. 24 anù 25. ( ed. Vales.) ::3ee also 
eh. 38, where the canonicity of the Epistle to the Hebrews is evidently Imp- 
poscd to be proved if there is reason to think that it was written by St. 
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the canon of Scripture, the sole question with them was 
what writings they had, composed by the Apostles, or 
at least under their immediate superintenùence anù 
sanction; and, as I shall prove hereafter, that they re- 
garded no books as of authority but those that were so 
com posed. 
And if you say it is from the testimony or authority of 
the Church, you claim for the Church a degree of inspira- 
tion greater than that you allow to the Apostles, for you 
can only attach certainty to the decision of the Church by 
supposing that the Church is permanently inspired to 
deliver the truth, while you allow not such permanent 
inspiration to the Apostles. 
It may be a matter for consideration how far that inspi- 
ration extended, and we know from facts which they 
have themselves stated, that it did not ensure them infal- 
libility in all respects and all matters, but \ve are now 
considering them merely as instructors in the Christian 
religion. The common objection derived from the re- 
proof given to Peter by Paul, is well disposed of by 
Tertullian. 1 
Observe, also, in what situation it places their favourite 
doctrine of" tradition," if they say that, to prove the inspi- 
ration of the Scriptures, it is not sufficient to prove the 
inspiration of their authors. For then how are we assured 
that that which the Church professes to derive by " tradi- 
tion" from the oral teaching of the Apostles was in- 


Paul. and particularly the language of Serapion (lib. \i. c.12.) where, 
!Speaking of some writings falsely ascribed to Petcr, he sa;ys, " we rcceive 
Peter and the rest of the Apostles as we would Christ, but we reject the 
writings falsel;y ascribeù to them." And this clearly follows from the way in 
which the books that were to he receiveù as of authority in the Christian 
church are constantly mentioned b;y the earl;y Christian writers, who describe 
thcm as the Gospels and the Epistles of the Apostles, the Evangelical and 
.Aposlolical Scriptures. And so Jerome says of St. .T ohn, that he was" both 
an Apostle, an Evangelist, anù a Prophet. an Apostle in that he wrote to the 
churches as a master," &c. (J O<Lnncs et Apostolus et Evangelista et Propheta. 
Apostolus quia scripsit ad Ecclesias ut magister, &.c. Adv. Jovinian. Jib. i. 

 26. tom. ii. col. 279. ed. Vall. Ven.) 
I Adv. l\Iarc. lib. iv. c. 3. and Dc Præscr. cc. 23,24. 
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spired? It is not sufficient evidence in this case for tbe 
authority of such tradition, even to suppose that it is an 
infallibly true report of what the Apostles delivered; but 
we must suppose that there is also some evidence or 
authority somewhere to assure us, that those particular 
instructions of the Apostles, which patristical tradition is 
said to have handed down to us, were delhTered by inspira- 
tion, and I wou)d ask where tllat evidence or authority 
can be found. There was certainly no claim made by 
the primitive Churcb to distinguish between the doctrines 
or instructions delivered ùy the Apostles, so as to decide 
which was delivered by inspiration and which not. If the 
Apostles are not always safè guides in their instructions on 
tlte sulject of rdigion, where are we to look for such 
guides? for I suspect that most men will be disposed to 
think, that if the Apostles were not always to be trusted 
in their instructions, neither is the Church; for certainly, 
neither the promises made to the latter, nor its history, 
gi ve stronger ground for confiding in it than the promises 
made to the former, and their history do for confiding in 
them. 
As far, then, as concerns the books of the New Testa- 
ment which we can prove to have been written by the 
A postles, a proof of the divine mission of our Lord, and 
the inspiration of his .,lpostles, will equally prove that the 
Scriptures of tlle Apostles are to be viewed as the word 
of God. And this I take to be the only way of proving 
the inspiration of all that they have delivered on the sub- 
ject of religion; for it is evident that the inspiration of 
each sentence could not be separately proved by any 
application of internal and external evidence, and can 
only be ùeduced from a proof of the inspiration of the 
author, that is, his being recognized as a teacher commis- 
sioned and empowered by God to instruct mankind in 
true religion. 
Besiùes the Scriptures of the Apostles, three Looks 
only, viz. the Gospels of 1\1 ark and Luke, and the Acts of 
the Apostles by Luke, have heen aÙlllitted into the canon 



476 


GROUNDS FOR BELIEF 


of the New 'restament. Their case we shall consider dis. 
tinctly; our present inquiry relates only to the writings of 
the Apostles. 
It is affirmed, that many ages ago there appeared 
on earth those who professed to be authorized by God to 
instruct mankind in the nature of true religion. \Ve 
inquire, then, what eviùence is producible in favour of 
this claim, in order that if it be a just claim we may 
guide ourselves by their instructions. 
The first question, then, will surely be, what was their 
doctrine, what the nature of their instructions? The 
internal evidence may be an insufficient witness, standing 
alone, to prove the divine origin of their doctrine, but its 
witness is material to rational beings. The answer to 
this question we shan naturally look for in those writings 
whic1i have come down to us, attributed to them, and 
professing to give an account of their doctrine; and our 
first inquiry must of course be, are these writings genuine 
and incorrzpt ? 
It does not, of course, enter into my design here to 
point out at length the whole of the evidence on these 
and other points connected with our present inquiry, as 
such a discussion would be both out of place and unne- 
cessary, after what has been already published on the sub- 
ject,l and would require a volume to do any justice to it; 
but chiefly to point out the character of the evidence we 
have on these points, in order to show where and how far 
church-tradition comes in. 
On what grounds, then, may we receive these writings 
as genuine, that is, as written by those whose names they 
bear? 
\Ve have, first, the internal el,idence afforded by the 
writings themselves. It cannot be denieù, that from the' 
language, style, and general character of the contents of 
these writings, we have strong evidence in favour of their 
being genuine. 
I See the works of Leslie, Addison, Jenkin, Stillingfleet, Lardner, Paley. 
and otheI'8, and especiall;y l\Ir. Horne's very valuablc " Introduction to the 
Study of the Scriptures." 
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1Ve have, secondly, the external evidence. 
And here we naturally look, first, to the testimony 
Lorne in their favour by the Christian writers, or, in other 
words, to patristical tradition. There has been a series 
of writers in the Christian Ch urch from the earliest times, 
who have aU acknowledged the genuineness of these 
writings; i. e. with some exceptions, to which we shall 
advert presently; and considering the way in which these 
writings have been handed down from one to another, 
this is a strong argument in their favour. 
Here, however, let me caution the reader against a state- 
ment ofl\fr. Keble, that as long as the canon of the New 
Testament was incomplete, the doctrinal " tradition" ex- 
isting in the Church of the oral teaching of the Apostles, 
was" divinely appointed in the Church as the touchstone 
of canonical Scripture itself." (p. 27.) This statement he 
attempts to prove by the admonition of St. Paul to 
the Galatians, "Though we or an angel from heaven 
preach any other gospel unto you than that which we 
have preached unto you, let him be anathema," (Gal. i. 8.) ; 
and from 1 John ii. 7; 20, 21, 27; iv. I; 3. 2 John 9. 
I-Iere is another instance of what our opponents are so 
fond of, an assumption of the very point in question. 
The warnings here given are against the Itearers of tlte 
.Apostles themselves believing anything contrary to the 
doctrine which tbey had been taught by tlte Apostles 
theTltseb:es (and who ever denied that their oral teaching 
was of autbority 1) 77terefore, says 1\11'. Keble, tradition, 
i. e. the rpport of that teaching handed down from one 
to another, was" divinely appointed as the touchstone of 
canonical Scripture," and aùds to this extraordinary nOI1- 
sequitur the following as extraordinary flourish about it. 
"This use of apostulical tradition may well correct the 
presumptuous irreverence of disparaging the FatlLers, unùer 
plea of magnifying -Scripture. IIcre is a TRADITION so 
hig'hly honoured by the Almighty Founder and Guide of 
tIle Church, as to be made the standard and rule of his 
own Divine Scriptures. The ,,'ery wTitings oj tile 
lpostles 
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were to be first tried by it before tltey could be incorporated 
into tlte canon. Thus the Scriptures themselves, as it 
were, do homage to the tradition of the Apostles; the 
despisers therefore, of that tradition [as if anyone did 
despise the oral teaching of the Apostles, and that the 
question was not merely whether ".e have got that teach- 
ing or not] take part inadvertently or profanely with the 
despisers of the Scripture itself." (p. 28.) 
Solemn words t!)ese, certainly, and as our friends 
across the Atlantic say, "important if true ;" but all their 
apparent force arises from his having confounded the 
real tradition or teaching of the Apostles with the report 
of it by others. And tl)en, adds 1\11'. Keble, "on the 
other hand, it is no less evident, that Scripture, being 
once ascertained, became in its turn a test for everything 
claiming to be of Apostolical tradition." And so traùi. 
tion having been in one generation the touchstone of 
Scripture, the obligation was returned in the next, by 
Scripture saying this or that is tradition; and thus they 
mutually assisted one another. But it would be worth 
knowing why, if tradition could be so depended upon in 
one generation as the touchstone for ascertaining what 
was Scripture, there should be any need in the next of 
Scripture to point out what was tradition. This looks very 
much as if there was a lurking consciousness that, after 
all, tradition stood upon a somewhat slippery footing. 
But enough of such statements. flow stands the real 
state of the case? The writings of the Apostles were 
either given in person or sent by trusty messengers to 
the converts of the writers. In the latter case (though it 
can hardly even then be said that the oral teaching of the 
Apostles was "the touchstone" of such a writing) no 
doubt the writing would not have been received if it bad 
contained anything clearly contrary to the oral teaching 
of the Apostles. But there, at least, their office of judg. 
ing ended, and the question of the genuineness of the 
writings was set at rest, ([/ld detrJ"J/I;ned by tllOse u
110 u
erp 
r01ltemporar.lf u:itlt tl,(, Apostln:, and had heard them 
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preach, anù were in fact their own converts. And it ap- 
pears from 2 Thess. iii. 15, that St. Paul adopted a par- 
ticular mode of signature to his epistles that might be a 
mark of their genuineness. "The salutation of me Paul," 
he says, "with mine own hand, which is the token in every 
epistle, so I write." And the writings thus admitted anù 
acknowledged as genuine (and the originals of most, if not 
all of them, long preserved in the archives of the Aposto- 
liCílI churches) were handed down from one to another, 
and hence found their way into the universal church as 
writings of acknowledged authority.1 And if, in after 
times, a question arose about any particular book or books 
professing to come from the Apostles, the inquiry was, 
Can it be traced up to the Apostles through the testi- 
monies of those who have preceded US,2 and a comparison 
was instituted between it and the undoubted v:ritings of 
the Apostles. 3 If the book could be plainly traced up to 
an Apostle, there was an end of the question. If it could 
not be so traced up, even though it might not be contrary 
to Apostolical doctrine, its canonicity would be proportion- 
ably doubtful. And hence it was that doubts were en- 
tertained by some in the primitive church as to the ca- 
nonicity of some of those books which were afterwards 
admitted into the canon by, generally speaking, the uni- 
versal church; admitted evidently not by "the touch- 
stone" of tradition, for I suppose that tradition was, at 
least, not more certain, or definite, or authoritatiye, at tIle 
close of the fourth century, when the first canon of any 
General Council, giving a catalogue of the canonical 
books, was passed at Laodicea,-1o than it was in the earlier 
periods of the church, nor could a Council make that ca- 
tholic consent to which alone authority is w;cribed where 
it did not find it, but because it was generally considered 
that the evidence for their genuineness was such as to 


I See Tertull. De Præscr. c. 36 and adv.l\Iarc. iv. 5. 
2 See Euseb. lIist. Eccl. lib. iii. cc. 3 and 25. 
3 See Euseb. Hi'it. EccI. iii. 2.
, and Tertull. adv. .1\Iarc. iv. 2. Deniql1e, .'-c. 
4 This Catalogue included aU that we receive but the Book of RevcIation. 
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entitle them to a place in the canon. And I must say 
that the recollection of those early doubts (though un- 
warranted doubts) might have saved Luther from the op- 
probrium sometimes cast upon him by those who love to 
bark at the reformers for doubting at one time as to the 
canonicity of a book about which some in the early church 
also doubted. The notion, therefore, of any Father, or 
collection of Fathers, setting themselves up in the purer 
times of the church to judge of the canonicity of writings 
professing to come from the Apostles by the touchstone 
of a doctrinal " tradition," is utterly unwarranted. 
N ow, to return to our subject, tJ1Ís testimony of Chris- 
tian antiquity to the genuineness of these writings is both 
important and necessary. Its absence indeed would be 
fatal. But is it all we have, or is it even alone sufficient? 
If the heretics, and the Jewish and heathen adversaries of 
Christianity had all from the beginning denied the genu- 
ineness of these books, would it have been a satisfactory 
state of things? 'Ye must inlJ.uire, then, what their testi- 
mony was, and we find a still stronger proof of the genuine- 
ness of these writings in the testimonies of the heretics 
and the Jewish and heathen adversaries of Christianity. 
I do not mean to say that all the heretics universally 
admitted the genuineness of all the books of the New 
Testament as we now have them, because some of them 
rejected some books and others other books. But taking 
them as a body, the argument derived from their testi- 
mony to the genuineness of Scripture, even in parts op- 
posed to their notions, is a very strong one, and as such 
it was applied long ago by Irenæus,-" So great certainty 
is there," he says, " with regard to these Gospels, that tbe 
very heretics themselves bear witness to them, and every 
one of them endeavours to confirm his doctrine out of 
them. For the Ebionites who use the Gospel of l\Iatthew 
only, are by that very Gospel refuted as in error re- 
specting the Lord. And l\larcion, who mutilates the 
Gospel of Luke, is proved a blasphemer against tlle one 
true God by those parts which are retained by him. And 
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they who separate Je:;us fi.ôm Christ, and say that Christ 
did not sufler but that Jesus suffered, preferring the Gos- 
pel of l\Iark, may be convinced of their error by reaùing 
tllat with a love of the truth. And the Valentinians 
using the Gospel of John entire in order to prove their 
conjunctions, may be proved by it to be in error, as we 
have shown in the first book. Si/lce therefore they wlw 
oppuse us give their testimony to these [i. e. the four Gos- 
pels] and use them, our proof derÍL'ed from tltem is firm and 
trllstu.ortllY." 1 
From this passage, then, it is evident that even at that 
early period Irenæus considered that patl'istical tradition 
was but a part of the proof for the genuineness, &c. of 
Scripture, and that an important part of it consisted ill 
the tf'stimony of others, of those who might be considered 
more independent and impartial witnesses. 
l\Ioreover, that tl1e testimony of the heretics as a body 
was in favour of Scripture as a whole follows from the 
very complaint so frequently made by the Romanist
 anù 
our opponents,-a complaint no doubt justified to some 
extent by fact, and supported by the Fathers,-that the 
heretics were in the hahit of appealing to Scripture in 
support of their views. 
'Ve have next to inquire whether these writings as we 
now possess them are in an incorrupt state. 
Here, again, it is natural to observe, first, the care of 
the church with regard to them. The f'arly Christians 
wou1ù no doubt be excpedingly solicitous to preserve these 
writings incorrupt. The originals seem long to have 
been prf'served with great care in the custoùy, not of any 
private individual, but of the archives of the churches, and 
copies were taken by persons approveù Ly the church. 
l\Ioreover, the earliest preachers of Christianity took 
great care to have copies disperseù eyery"" here and left 
with their converb. 2 Anù numerous tram,lations were 


I hen. adv. hær.lib. iü. c. xi. Ed. Grabe, p. 220. Ed. :.Mass. tom. i. pp. 
]119,190. 
2 See Euseb. IIist. EccL iii. 3ï. 
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made in v('ry early times,} son\e of which rcmain to thi
 
day. 
But church-tradition strictly speaking has nothing to 
do with the matter. 'Ve want only fidelity and accuracy 
in copying, and handing down these writings t.hemselves 
in an incorrupt state to the next age, and this a deaf and 
dumh person could do as weU as anyone else. It is ob- 
viously a very different thing to hand down to posterity 
certain written documents and to hand down reports of 
oral teaching. 'Vritten records left in the keeping of a 
Bishop, and handed down by each to his successor (as 
the Scriptures were in early times) must surely be looked 
upon in a very different light to oral reports of what this 
or that former Bishop of the Diocese had preac11ed. 
And over and above this we have still stronger testi- 
mony in favour of the incorrupt state of these writing's in 
various other ways; viz. in the nl17nber an<1 antiquity of 
the copies and their being found in all parts of the u.odd, 
all agreeing with each other in an essential points, in thc 
antient versions, in the similarity of thcir contents to the 
accounts given of them by the earliest Fathers, and the 
quotations from them in those Fathers, and also in thc 
testimony borne to them by the great body of the heretic..;:, 
whose evidence tends to substantiate, some one part, some 
another, of the sacred volume, and lastly in the quotations 
and references made by the enemies of Christianity. 
But notwithstanding we have all this evidence (of the 
strength of which we can form no idea without foUowing 
it out into its details) in favour of the genuineness and 
incorrupt state of these writings, and that the question as 
t.o the preservation of written documents is essentially 
different to that which respects the preservation of oral 
teaching, 1\11'. Newman coolly teUs us, that" whatever 
explanations the Protestant in question makes in behalf 
of the preservation of the written word wiU be found ap- 


1 Aug. De doctr. - Christ. Jib. ii. c. 5. eð. Ben. tom. iii. p. 1. col. 21. 
Chr;rs. in J oh. hom." ij. (al. 1.) cd. Ben. tom. viii. p. 10. Theodoret. De cur. 
Græc. affect. lib. v. ed. Schulze, tom. iv. pp. 839,840. 
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plicable in the theory to the unwritten." (p. 46.) As 
weIl might it be sai<1, that one who heard a report that 
had passed through a llJultitu<1e of hands of a di
cour8e 
oraIly delivered was a:; likely to be accurately informed 
respecting it, as he who had had delivered to him through 
the same numùer of hands a written copy of the discourse 
actuaIly delivered. Even were it true that we depended 
solely on patristical tradition for the incorrupt state of the 
sacred books, that would not afford t.he slightest proof 
that such tradition was to be depended upon for accurate 
information as to the oral teaching of the Apostles. 
The argument is as usnal taken from the Romish 
armoury. "They," says the Jesuit Fisher, "that can de- 
liver by uniform tradition a false sense, why may they 
not also deliver a false text as received from the Apostles? 
an argument convincing and unanswerable." Towhich our 
learned Bishop White thus replies. " The Jesuit imagineth 
that this argument is invincible. But let not him that 
girdeth on his harness boast himself as be that putteth it off 
The argument reduced to form will discover its 
own weakness. 'If the text of the Scripture lllayas easily 
be corrupted as the sense, then an they which can deliver 
by uniform tradition a false sense may also deliver a false 
text. But the text of the Scripture may as easily be cor- 
rupted as the sense. Ergo, all they which can deliver by 
uniform tradition a false sense lUay also deliver a false 
text.' The assumption of this syllogism, which although 
it were concealed by the Paralogist, yet it must be added 
to make the argument perfect, is apparently false, and the 
contrary is true. The text of the Scripture cannot so 
easily be corrupted as the sense, and therefore it is not 
necessary that they which foIlowing human tradition or 
their own invention may deliver a false sense shall like- 
wise deliver a false text. First, the text of the Scripture 
is contained in records anù ùooks which are dispersed 
throughout the whole Chri
tian world, and preserved in 
all churches, and the copies and transcripts of them are 
innumerable. . .. Secondly, when God 
\hllighty would 
I I 2 



484 


GROUNDS FOR BELIEF 


haye the knowledge and memory of things to be perpetual 
he commanded that they should be committed to writing. 
Exod. xvii. 14, and xxxiv. 27. Deut. xxxi. 19. . . . . . . 
Thirdly, experience of all ages testifieth that the text of the 
Scripture hath been preserved inviolable even among Jews 
and heretics. . . .. Fourthly, whereas the .Jesuit COI1l- 
pareth unanimous tradition of the sense of Scripture with 
the written letter and text of the Scripture, unless he equi- 
'[.ocate in tlte name, te'pming t!tat tradition wltich is collected 
from the Scripture, such uniform tradition as he boasteth 
of is very rare; for it must he such as in all ages and in all 
orthodoxal churches hath lJeen tI1e same. Now tlte 'llwst 
undoubted and uniform tradition of all other is concerning 
the number and integrity of the books of holy Scripture, 
and yet in t!tis difference hath been between one church 
and another, and the later Roman church disagt.eeth with 
the antient." 1 And so elsewhere he says, "It is not 
necessary that they which truly deliver tbe text shall al!"o 
truly deliver the Apostolical sense, and on the contrary a 
lying sense may be delivered by them which retain the 
true and incorrupt letter of the text, as appeareth by the 
Pharisees, Arians. Donatists, and many other heretics." 2 
And so Augustine points out, in a passage already 
quoted, on what a different ground the Holy _Scriptures 
stand in this respect to any other writings, and conse- 
quently to the sources whence onr opponents' traditive 
statements and interpretations are derived; the writings 
of no bishop, however illustrious, being capable of being 
pre!'erved as the canonical ScriptUl'e is preserved, on 
account of the number of languages in which it is found, 
and its being constantly rehearsed in the church, which 
rendered any attempt at corruption or forgery use]ess. 8 
It may be well to inquire in the ne:xt place, what evi- 
dence we have that these" ritings are llllthPJztic; that is, 


I Reply to Jesuit Fisher's Answer to certain questions, pp. 123-5. 
2 lb. pp. 120, 121. Bishop WIlite is 0\1(' of the ðÍ\'ines of the " Anglo- 
Catholic Library." 
3 See pp. 200, 20 I above. 
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that the facts related in them, really took place. A con- 
sideration of this evidence will lead the mind more easily 
to the great point which we have to consider afterwards, 
the great truth sought to be established. 
\Ve have, then, for this truth, first, the internal evi- 
dence of these writings themselves. The facts related are 
not such as men are likely to have feigned; they are fre- 
quently injurious to the character of the writers; there 
was no rea
onahle motive for such a fiction, for it led the 
authors only into tplllporal calamities and death; and 
many similar weighty considerations conspire to show the 
truth of the facts stated. 
,\r e have next the external evidence; first, that derived 
from the church. But this is not church-tradition, but 
merely the fact of the belief of these books by so many, 
at a time, when, if the events recorJ.ed in them had not 
been true, they would have obtained no credit; secondly, 
that derived from the witness of heretics, and also from 
the numerous and direct te"timonies afforded ùy the Jews 
and heathen, the enemies of Christianity, that the chief 
events here recorded did really happen. 
To thE-se evidences may be added further those consi- 
derations which show us the credibility of the statements 
of Scripture; such, for instance, as prove the credibility of 
miracles, remove apparent contradictions, and show that 
there is nothing in these writings contrary to reason; 
Hone of which, however, as is evident, can be derived at 
all from church-tradition. 
In all these preliminary points, then, there is one only 
in which patristical tradition, properly speaking, can aid 
us; and that is, on the question of the genuinE-ness of the 
Scriptures; and there, though important anù necessary as 
]Jrzrt of the proof, we have other anJ. still more unexcep- 
tionable testimony. 
Supposing, then, that the Scriptures we possess are 
genuine, incorrupt, autlientic, and credible, we have next to 
inquire what evide;'ce we have that they may "be reck- 
oned the word of God; which, as we have already ob. 
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served, is tantamount to tbe inquiry what evidence we 
ha.ve of the divine mission of our Lord, and the inspira- 
tion of his Apostles; or at least a proof of the latter will 
equally demonstrate the former. 
Let us begin with the divine mission of our blessed 
Lord. 
Now to go to church-tradition for any direct proof of 
tl1Ìs, or of the inspiration of the Apostles, is obviously 
absurd; for if there were no foundation for these truths, 
any, even the highest, degree of catholic consent, would 
have no real weight; for all the value that can be ascribed 
to it in this case, rests upon the supposition that these are 
truths. The only weight, thel'efore, which church-tradi- 
tion can have in these points, is from its being the repre- 
sentation of the opinion of a vast number of individuals, 
who, from the time of the appearance of our Lord to this, 
have held that these are truths, which may reasonably be 
an introductory motive 1 to belief in them, rendering their 
truth in some degree probable, but nothing more; for 
the same evidence is afforded to 1\ifobammedisll1 and Pa- 
ganism. 
The truth we are now seeking to establish, rests u pOll 
two sorts of evidence, external and internal. 
The external consists chiefly of the evidence derived 
fl'om the four following sources. 
(l) The voice from heaven at our Lord's baptism, and 
at his transfiguration. 
(2) The miracles he wrougl}t; especially as connected 
with tbe character of his doctrine. 
(:3) The prophecies of tbe Old Testament fulfilled in 
him, and his own recorded in the New Testament. 
(4) The power and success of the Gospel, notwithstand- 
ing its opposition to the feelings anù desires of the natural 
mind. 
To enlarge upon these points, and show the denwnstnl- 
tlæ nature of the proof derived from them, is not now our 
object. It has been done over anù o"ver again, far more 
I See La1ld's ('our. with Fi",her, and StiWngflect'd Grounds, &c. pp. ] 11i, 11. 
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aLly than we could hope to do it. But we have to point 
out upon what testimony this external evidence rests, and 
to show how little church-tradition has to do with it. 
For the first, then, we have the testimony of the 
Apostles in their writings (already shown to be genuine 
and authentic) recognized by Celsus, the great enemy of 
Christianity. This affords at least some probable evidence 
of the divine mission of our Lord. 
For the second, that is, our Lord's miracles, we have 
the testimony, not only of the 
\postles, but what is more, 
of his great enemies, the Jews; and that 110t merely as re- 
corded by the Apostles, but by tlteir own writers, and also 
of heathen writers. 
For the third, we have for the existence of the prophe- 
eies fulfilled in him, long previous to his incarnation, the 
irrefutable evidence of the books of the Old Testament, 
then and still in the keeping of his great enemies, the 
.J ews; and for those uttered by him, the testimony (already 
proveù to be authentic) of his Apostles, and for their ful- 
filment, as regards the Jews, the universally-received at- 
testations of history, as well as the evidence of their pre- 
sent state. 
For the fourth, we have the testimony, both of frienùs 
am} enemies, am} of our own senses. 
The reader may at once see, then, how far we have to 
ùepend upon church-tradition for this eviden('e. 
The internal evidence is derived from the excellent 
nature and effects of the doctrine which our Lord taught. 
The appeal here is to the hearts and consciences of man- 
kind; and however those who have been accustomed from 
infancy to enjoy its light, may slight the evidence which 
its brilliancy affords of its divine origin, it was looked 
upon at its advent, by those who could appreciate it, in a 
very different light. By the early teachers of Christianity, 
this was the great evidence put forward in proof of its 
divine origin; an evidence, of which time cannot weaken 
thc force, and which, as it appcars to mc, still remains 
thc most powcrful inùuccmcnt to mcn to embracc tll(> 



4
8 


GRUUNDS FOR BELIEF 


Chri:::.tiau faith, the most convincing argument of its di- 
vine origin. It is quite true that t1w prepossessions of 
the natural n1Ïnd may often leaù it into enol', when so 
judging; hut that is due, not to the character of the evi- 
dence from which the judgment is formed, but to the co:-- 
ruption of our fallen nature. It is no more a proof that 
Christianity does not show its origin by the internal evi- 
dence it carries with it, than heretical llJisallegations of 
Scripture show that Scripture does not bear a clear testi- 
mony in f
tVOllr of the orthodox faith. 
There is one oLservation, however, I \\ oldd make re- 
specting it; auù that is, that it appears to me to be appli- 
cable only in proof of the divine mission of the Foundlr 
of our religion; because tbat religion, when once iutro- 
duced, might be preached by many who were entirely 
de
titute both of inspiration anù divine comll1is
ion to do 
so. The evidence of the internal witness of Scripture to 
its divine inspiration, is, I conceive, of this kind; viz., tlmt 
the revelation Illade, taken as a whole, is so excellent in 
its nature anù effects, as to bear a powerful witness to its 
di\'ine origin, and consequently to the divine mission of 
I-Iim who first delivered it to mankind; not that the iu- 
ternal evidence can be a sure criterion as to any parti- 
cular book to establisb its inspiration; though it Ulay, in 
some cases, be sufficient to negative it. 
Thus, then, do we establish the divine mission of our 
Lord; and consequently the truth that what be delivered 
was the word of God. 
But then it becomes necessary to inquire what were 
the qualifications of those who have delivered his doctriliC 
to us. Though we may suppo
e that they were honest 
and fhithful narrators of events, have we any assurance 
that they were preserved from error in delivering that 
doctrine to us, and still more in enlarging upon, ancJ ex- 
plaining, and adding to that doctrine? If, indeed, v;e 
agreed with the ROlllanists and our opponents, that faI- 
IiLlc men could convey to us a "practically iufallible" 
rcport of doctrinal truths, we need not, as far as onr 
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Lord's teaching was concerned, have made any further 
inquiry; but (and I shall leave to our opponents to give 
the reason) it certainly appears that even as to this, we 
have not been left to the teaching of mere fallible men. 
'Ye have proof that the Apostles lCcre inspired; and this 
fact, which lllay be proved hy their miracles connected 
with the character of their teaching, may show that when 
we assumed in the proof of the divine mission of our Lord 
that their writings were authentic) we had not merely the 
proof of it already given, but a stronger in their inspi- 
ration. 
Assuming, however, that the evidence adduced on the 
former points has been conclusive, we ground the doc- 
trine of their inspiration, on the following- evidence. 
(1) The promi
es of our Lord. 
(2) The affirmations of the Apostles in their writing
. 
(3) The miracles they wrought, especially as connected 
with the character of the doctrine they preached, ðhowing 
that they were to be depended upon. 
(4) The prophecies they delivered. 
In the first of these, I refer to such promises as that 
recorded in John xvi. 13, that the Spirit should guide 
them into all truth, and see John xx. 21,22; in the second, 
to such declarations as that of St. Paul, when he says to 
the Thessalonians, "'Vhen ye received the word of God, 
which ye heard of us, ye received it not as the word of 
men, but, as it is in truth, the word of God, which effec- 
tually worketh, also, in you that believe;" (1 Thess. ii. 13.) 
and those of St. Peter, w hel.c hc says to the Christians of 
his day, that the gospel had been preached unto thcm 
with the Holy Ghost sent down from heaven, (1 Pet. i. 
12,) and cxhorts them to IJe "mindful of the words which 
werc spoken before by the holy prophets, and of the com- 
mandment of us, the Apostles of the Lord and Saviour," 
(2 Pet. iii. 2,) and ranks 8t. Paul's writings with the 
" other Scriptures," (2 Pet. iii. 16;) and generalIy to the 
tone of authority ill which they speak, as infitlliLle expo- 

itors of the doctrincs of Christianity. 
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To give weight to the evidence derived from these two 
sources, we must, of course, assume the divine mission of 
our Lord, and also that the Apostles were not impostors; 
for which we must refer back to the proof of the authen- 
ticity of their writings; or we Illay ground it upon that 
which we have now to notice as 
The tllird, and an independent and still stronger testi- 
mony to their character, viz., the miracles they wrought, 
especially when we consider the nature of the doctrine 
they preached. These may not perhaps be a direct proof 
of the inspiration of all which they delivered on the sub- 
ject of religion, but they certainly show their true cha- 
racter, and are a divine attestation to the truth of their 
claim to be considered divinely-appointed teachers of 
mankind. By t11ese God bare witness to them. (Heb. ii. 4.) 
Now the testimony upon which we believe these mi- 
racles to have been wrought, is derived-first, from the 
account left us in writing by one of the followers of the 
Apostles; I mean toe book of the Acts of the Apostles, 
written by Luke, of which the genuineness, authenti- 
city, &c. may be established, as in the case of the Aposto- 
lical Scriptures; and secondly, from the admissions of Je1l's 
and lwatl,ens, who were com veIled to resort to the charge 
of magical practices against them, to account for the mi- 
racles they performed. 
The fouTtlt ground is that afforded us by the prophe- 
tical spirit vouchsafed to them, the evidence of which we 
see not only in the Scriptures, but in events confessedly 
subsequent to their times. 
On these grounds, then, we believe that the .Apostles 
"ere inspired, and being thus divinely preserved from 
error, and instructed in the truth, were both infalliùle 
witnesses of the doctrine taught by our Lord, and infal- 
liùlc instructors of mankind in religion. 
,V e tllU
 establish, tlIen, tlJe truth in question, viz. the 
divine mission of our Lord, and the inspiration of his 
Apostles, and consequently that tlJC Scriptures of the 
Apostles are the word of God. And whenever a strict 
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proof of this truth is sought, it must be of this kind and 
nature. And, as is evident, the sole use of church-tradi- 
tion in it is to bear witness to us, who live at a consider- 
able ùistance of time from the period in which Christi- 
anity was first promulgated, of certain facts cognizable by 
the senses of mankind, matters which in the first instance 
were not objects of faith, but of knowledge, not revelations 
of doctrine in which fallible men are so likely to make 
mistakes, but facts such as neither friend nor foe, if honést, 
could make any mistake about; and further, the tradition 
of the church is only a part, and not the strongest part, of 
the proof of those facts and events having taken place. 
There now re1llain
, then, for consideration, the case of 
those three books, the authors of which were not Apost1es, 
viz. the Gospels of }Iark and Luke, and the Acts of the 
A postles by Luke. 1 
And here I wish to draw attention to a fact which 
appears to me to have almost if not quite escaped obser- 
,"ation, but which the general language of the Fathers on 
the subject, anù particularly a passage of Tertu1lian, seem 
clearly to prove, namely, that the rule by which the canon 
of the New Testament was formed was this, that such 
works only should be admitted into it as were either 
written by _\postles or directly commended to the Church 
by them for its guidance and instruction. The passage of 
TertuJIian to which I al1ude is one in his 4th book against 
:\Iarcion, where being about to prove that the Gospel 
received by l\Iarcion was spurious and of no authority, 
he says, " \\r e lay it down in the first place that the vo
 
lume containing the authoritative records of the Gospel, 
(cvangeliculll instrumentum) has the Apo::;tles for its au
 
thors, upon whom this office of publishing the Gospel was 
imposed by our Lord himself; if besiùcs these it adlllih: 

lpostolical writers, it aùmits not such in their own cha
 
ractel' alone, hut as associated with the Apostles, and as 


1 If the El'i8tIe to the IIebrew!! is not allowed to be St. Paul's, (though 
there ilS as appears to me s:ttisflLctory evidence that it is,) it must be auùeù to 
the above. 
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inferior to the Apostles, since the preaching of the disci- 
ples might be suspected of being influenced by the desire 
of glory if the authority of the masters slwuld not be affi.-ced 
to it, or rather the authority of Christ which made tile 

lpostles masters. In fine, John and 
Iatthew of the 
Apostles instil the faith into us, Luke and Mark of apo- 
stolical men renew the faith alreaùy imparted," &c. (I) 
And further on he aùds,-" If the teacher himself of 
Luke, [i. e. 8t Paul,] sought the authority of those that 
were Apostles before him, both for his faith and preaching, 
[allnding to 51. Paul's going up to J eru
mlelll soon after 
JJÏs conversion to see the Apostles,] llJ!lÐ nmcll '/nore should 
I requiTe that authority for tlte Gospel of Luke which was 
'necessary for the Gospel of !tis lJ:fasteT?" ('2) Nothing I 
think can be more clear than that these passages fully 
show that, in the opinion of rrertullian, nothing was to 
Le received into the canon of the New Testament, but 
that which had an Apostle for its author, or had received 
t1irect Apostolical sanction. And this is very much con- 
firmed by what Jerome says in thè passage quoted from 
him a few pages back; that John was "an Apostle, 
inasmuch as he wrote Epistles to the churches as a 
1uaster." 
The fancy, therefore, of some persons, that the early 
('hurch, that is, a certain nnmber of its rulers, took upon 
themselves to decide whether this man or ihat, this work 
or that, was inspired, has no place but in their own 
itaagiuations. 


(I) COlU:;tituimus in primis, Evangelicum Instrumentum Apostolos auc- 
tores habere, quibus hoc munus Evangelii promulgandi ab ipso Domino sit 
impositum. Si et Apostolicos, non tamen solos, sed cum Apostolis et post 
Apostolos. Quoniam prædicatio ùiscipulorum suspecta fieri posset ùe gloriæ 
studio, si non adsistat illi auctoritas magistrorum, immo Christi, qui magistros 
Apostolos fecit. Denique nobis fidem ex Apostolis Johannes et l\Iattbæus 
insinuant, ex Apostolicis Lucas et Marcus instaurant. TERTULL. Adv. :l\Iarc. 
iv.2. Ed. 16G4. p. 414. 
(2) Igitur si ipse illuminator Lucæ auctoritatem antecessorum et fidei et 
prædicationi suæ optavit, quanto magi:> eam Evangelio Lucæ expostulem 
quæ Evangelio magistri ejus fuit nece::-saria? ID. ib. 
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Such was the principle, then, upon which the rrimitivp 
Church acted in forming the canon; and accordingly we 
find in the Fathers a recognition of this principle, in 
their having taken care to inform us that these books 
received Apostolical sanction. 
Thus of St. 1\Iark's Gospel it is said by Tertullian, that 
it may be considered as Peter's (Petri adfirmetur,) whose 
interpreter l\Iark was; 1 by Eusebius, that the hearers of 
Peter, at Rome, " earnestly entreated l\Iark, Peter's fol- 
lower, whose gospel is extant at this day, that he would 
leave with them some written record of that doctrine they 
had heard; neither did they desist till they had pre- 
vailed with the man -; and thus they gave the occasion of 
writing. that gospel which is called the Gospel according 
to )Iark. '''hen the Apostle Peter understood by the 
revelation of the Holy Spirit what was done, he wa
 
much delighted ,,,tith the ardent desire of the men, and 
confirmed that writing by !tis autllority, that so t!tencefor- 
WflTd it should be read in t!tp churches;" 2 which account 
Eusebius gives from Clement of Alexandria, and says 
that Papias had borne the same testimony. The same 
thing is stated by Origen,3 Jerome, the author of the 
Synopsis attributed to Athanasius, Cosmas Indicopleustes, 
Nicephol'us, and Eutychius of .Alexandria. 4 And there 
is a passage in the Second Epistle of Peter, which seems 
strongly to indicate an intention of leaving behind him 
some written record of the gospel he had preached, 
where he says, " I will endeavour that ye lllay be al,]{' 
aftcr my decease to have t!wse things always in remem- 
brance." (2 Pet. i. ] 5.) 
Of St. Luke's gospel it is said hy Tertnllian, that it 
was" customarily ascribed to Paul; 5 and in the passnge 


I Tertull. Ad,.. l\Iarc. lib. iv. c. 5. p. 416. 
2 Euseb. Rist. Eccl. lib. ii. c. J5. 
3 Euseb. R. E. vi. '2.'J. 
4 Sce these testimonies ill J,ardner's Suppl. to his Credihility. \\r ork". 
vol. v. pp. 332, &s. 

 Lucæ diA"cstum Paulo adscrihere solcnt. Adv..l\Iarc. iv. ,3. p. 41G. 
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l{uoted above, that it owed its authority to Apostolical 
sanction; and by Origen it is called " the gospel com- 
mended by Paul;" 1 aud by Eusebius it is said, " They 
say also that Panl was wont to mean the Gospel accord- 
ing to Luke, when, speaking as it were of his own gospel, 
he says, 'Accorùing to my Gospel;' "2 and by Nicepho- 
rus, that it was published by the direction of Paul, and 
by the author of the Synopsis attributed to Athanasius, 
that it was dictated by Paul. 3 
Of both these Gospels, also, it is 
aid by Ensebius, that 
they, together with that by St. l\fatthew, \\ere shown to 
St. John, who " approved of them, and confirmed the 
truth thereof by his own testimony." 4 . 
The gospel ofSt. Luke particularly needs some such tes- 
timony to it to give it authority, as St. Luke himself only 
professes (as it appears to me) to give the accounts that 
had been furnished him by others who had been eye wit- 
nesses and ministers of the 'V ord. 5 
'Vith respect to the Acts of the Apostles, we have not 
the saUle e.r:press testimony to its having received Apo- 
stolical sanction, excepting in the Synopsis attributed to 
Athanasius, where it is said to have been dictated bJ 
Peter; 6 and as it seems probable that Loth his Gospel 
and the Acts were written nearly about the same time. 
and while Paul was at Rome, (whose companion and 
disciple more especially Luke was,) it is not improbable 
that the former part of the Book of the Acts might be 
Peter's dictation, though not the latter, which relates to 
scenes witnessed not Ly l)eter, but by Paul and Luke 
himself. The principle, however, being established by 
the passage of Tertullian above quoted, that the works of 
A postolical lllen needed the sanction of an Apostle to 
establish their canonicity, it is not absolutely necessary 
I Euseb. Hist. Eccl. vi. 25. 
2 Euseb. Hist. Eccl. lih. iü. c. 4: (eù. Val.) 
3 See Larùner as above, pp. 35:!, &s. And see Iren. lib. iii. c. 11. 
4 Eu.<;<-,b. Rist. Eccl. lib. iii. c. 24. 
" Luke i. l-
. 
.. SynoJ1s. Script. Sacr. n. 7G. AtImn. Ope tom. ii. p. 202. cd. Bened. 
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for us to have direct testimony to the fact, knowing the 
principle upon which the primitive Church ,yent in recog
 
uizing its canonicity. And still further, we have in 
St. Augustine a very clear though indirect testimony, 
that snch was the ground upon which all these three 
books, the Acts included, were admitted into the Canon. 
For speaking of the Gospel of St. Luke, he says, " But 
he [IÆke] has not only brought down his narrative to 
the resurrection and ascension of the Lord, so as to have 
a place worthy his labour among the four authors of the 
Evangelical Scripture, but also afterwards so wrote the 
things that were done by the Apostles,-those things, that 
is, which he considered to be sufficient for establishing 
the faith of those who read or heard them,-that his book 
alone was considered trustworthy in the Church, in its 
account of tIle acts of the Apostles, all those being r('- 
jected who dared to give an unfaithful account of the 
acts and sayings of the Apostles. Because (quippe) l\lark 
aud Luke wrote at a time at which they could be Sé:UlC
 
tioned, not only by the Church of Christ, but also by tllP 
Apostles themselves yet remaining in the flesh." 1 
Such, then, being the principle upon which the ca- 
nonicity of these books was admitted by the primitive 
Church, we, admitting that principle, have only to inquire 
whether we have sufficient testimony to induce us t.o 
believe that the A postlf'S did commend th(>Ul to the 
Church for its guidance and instrnction; and for this we 
have the fact of their admission into t.he canon by the 
universal Church from the earliest times, as books that 
had received that sanction (for this, as we have shown, 
was considered necessary for such admission) united with 
the direct testimony borne to their having received that 
sanction by many of the Fathers of the Church. And 
after we have received the writings of the 
ipostles as 


1 Iste autem non solum, &c. . . . Eo quippe tempore scripserunt 1\Iarcus 
ct Lucas, quo non solum ah Ecclcsia Chri
ti, \crum ctiam ab ipsis adhuc in 
carne manentibus Apostolis prohari potucrunt. AlIgu:.t. Dc cOllsens. EHm- 
gelist. lih. iv. c. 8. tom. iii. P. '2. p. ) ,jj. 
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inspired, I know no reason "h)' "e should hesitate to 
admit this testimony as sufficient, seeing the congruity of 
their statements with the revelation "e have already 
admitted, to entitle them to a place in the canon; for all 
that we want to know is the fact that they receiveJ Apo- 
stolica.l sanction. 
If our opponents tell us that we are not able to judge 
of their statements but by " tradition," I would remillli 
them of the way in which Tertullian proved, in his con- 
troversy with l\Iarcion, the uncorrupted preservation of 
his copy of St. Luke's gospel. "If," 5aith he, "the 
Apostolical Gospels have come dmHl to us uncorrnpted, 
aud our copy of Luke's Gospel has such congruency 'lcitlt 
their rule as to remain with them in the churches, then 
it is clear that Luke's Gospel has come down to us uu- 
corrupted untillUarcion's sacrilege."1 If this argument 
is valid, then it neither was nor is necessary to go to tra,. 
clition to judge of the internal evidence of these books, 

which 1\11'. l(eble would fain persuade us was the great 
test in the admission of books into the canon); Lut a 
comparison of them with the Âpostolical, will show a con- 
gruency witlt their rule, and this is all that the internal 
eviJence can do with respect to such Looks. 
If asked, then, upon what grounds I receive anyone of 
the Apostolical books of the New Testament to be in- 
spired, (for we must, of course, begill with those written 
by the Apostles,) I reply, my first inquiry is as to the 
genuineness and uncorrupted preservation of the book. 
The next as to the character of the author, and the evi- 
dence I have for his inspiration. Finding him to be one 
of the Apostles of our Lord, I inquire what evidence I 
have as to the divine mission of our Lord, and having 
established on internal and external evidence (as before 
stated) the character of our Lord and his Apostles, I con- 


I Si enim Apostolica integra decurrerunt [ùecucurrerunt], Lucre autem 
quoù est becundum nos adeo congruit rcgulæ eorum, ut cum illis apuu eccle- 
t!ias maneat, jam et Lucæ constat integrum decucurrisse usque ad silcrilegium 
1\larcionis. Tertull. Ad".l\Iarc. iv. ,r;. p. 4lG. 
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elude in favour of the inspiration of the book. And this 
method will answer for all the books of the New Testa- 
ment, with the exception of the Gospels of l\Iark and 
Luke, and the Acts of the Apostles. 
There are, indeed, as we have already intimated, somc 
books of the New Testament, for the genuineness of 
which the testimony of the primitive Church was not con- 
sentient. Consequently, as far as patristical testimony 
goes, there is an uncertainty in the case. And hence, I 
suppose, it is undeniable, that he who firmly believes 
those books to be part of the canon, must have some 
better foundation for his belief than patristical testimony, 
<;>1' the voice of the Church. And there is nothing, per- 
haps, which more strongly shows the inconsistencies to 
which Romish views on these matters lead, than the fact, 
that while the Romish Church of the present day main- 
tains the canonicity of tIle Epistle to thc Hebrews as the 
infallible witness of church-tradition, and tells us, that 
from church-tradition only can we learn the canon, it is 
a historical fact, that in the fourth century this infallible 
witness of church-tradition maintained that it was not 
canonical. 
And hfre I would ask our opponents, upon what evi- 
dence they receive these hooks. If they say upon patris- 
tical traùition, they contradict their own tenet, that 
catholic consent alone is a sufficient foundation for 
faith, and pin their faith upon the declarations of that 
portion of the Catholic Church whose determinations 
please them. If they admit the insufficiency of patristi- 
cal tradition in proof of the canonicity of these books, 
they overturn tbe position against \vhich we are here 
contending. 
'Vith respect to the three books not written by Apo- 
stles, I would remark that for the two former we have the 
internal testimony (to be judged of by its congruency with 
the writings of the Apostles already admitted as inspired) 
which is not, I grant, a sufficient proof after the introduc- 
tion of Christianity, united with the direct and express 
\'01.. I. K K 
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testimony of the Fathers, that they were sanctione<l and 
recommended by Apostles, and the unanimous testimony 
(as far as it is ascertainable) of the early Church in tlJeir 
favour, manifestly grounded on their having received Apo- 
stolical sanction. ,rith respect to the third, viz. the Act
 
of the Apostles, \ve have the internal testimony (to be 
judged of as before) united with tIle unanimous testimony 
of the early Church in its favour, grounded manifestly on 
the supposition of its having received such sanction. 
'Vith respect also to those books that are rejected, the 
question lllay be at once determined historically. For 
instance, as to the pretended Epistle of St. Paul to the 
Laodiceans, the case is clear. There is no sufficient proof 
of its genuineness. And the writings of tlIOse who were 
not Apostles have, of conrse, no pretence, apart from very 
strong and direct evidence in their favour, to a place in 
the Canon, and therefore need not be considered. And, 
therefore, when Mr. Newman tells us, "'V e include the 
second Epistle of St. Peter, we leave out St. Clement's 
Epistle to the Corinthians, simply because the Church 
Catholic has done so," (p. 341, 2,) he might as weB say 
tlmt we leave out the Epistles of Ignatius, or the works 
of Irenæus, or Hnybody else, " simply because" the Fathers 
have <lone so. 'Ve neither put in nor leave out" simply 
because" the Fathers have done so, for I would beg to ask 
whether: supposing that they had said, ., we grant that Cle- 
ment's Epistle never received Apostolical sanction, but 
we reckon it among the inspired books," that would 
have been a sufficient reason for putting it into the 
Canon. If not, it is not "simply because" the Fathers 
admitted one and rejected another that we do the san1C'. 
,Ve look to the grounds of their judgment. 
Such, then, is the evidence for the genuineness, uncor- 
rupted preservation, inspiration, and consequent canoni- 
city of the New rrestament Scriptures. A brief sketch of 
its leading features lIaS heen all that our limits in this 
placC' have allowed us to gi\Te. But tlie more it is ex- 
pamled into its details. the 11\01 e complete 
md convin('ing 
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will it be found to he. .And of this evidence the tradi- 
tion of the Church is' but one part, and in the most im- 
portant part of the question, namely, the divine origin of 
the revelation contained in the Scriptures, it is a part of the 
evidence wholly insufficient hy itself to constitute a proof. 
The utmost which it could do is to certify us of the genuine- 
ness and incorrupt preservation of these writings. 
Further; were we to admit that the patristical tradi- 
tion we possess is by itself sufficient to assure us of tIle 
genuineness and incorrupt preservation of the writings of' 
the New Testament, (a question which it is unnecessary 
to enter into, because we have other evidence on the point,) 
it would by no means follow that it was a sufficient and 
certain witness of the oral teaching of the Apostles so as 
to be a divine informant. For it is a totally different 
thing to hand down certain books as written or sanctioned 
by the Apostles, and to give a correct report of their oral 
teaching, whether concerning doctrines or rites. In the 
case of doctrines more especially, it is evident that testi- 
mony which might be very sufficient to establish the 
genuineness of the Scriptures might be very insufficient to 
establish the genuineness of doctrinal statements profess- 
ing to come from the oral teaching of the Apostles. I 
may believe fully the genuineness of a work upon evi- 
dence which would be whoUy insufficient to establish the 
certainty of a doctrinal statement reported to me as having 
been orally delivered by the author of that work. True, 
our opponents ground their proof of the correctness of the 
report of it to which they refer on its being delivered by 
all catholics everywhere, urging that such consent proves 
its correctness. But then, as we have already observed, 
the proof of this consent is lamentahly deficient, and in 
fact the claim to it evidently unfounded. There is no 
such testimony for the Apostolical origin of any doctrine 
or rite not contained in Scripture, or any interpretation 
of 
cripture, as for the genuiueness of the books of the 
New Testament, I believe I Illigllt 
ay, of all, but certainly 
of all but those hooks whose genuineness was doubted of by 
KK2 
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some in the primitive Church, in which case neither party 
can be assured on the point by the testimony of patristical 
tradition. And were we even to suppose such consent, its 
weight in reporting an oral doctrinal statement of the 
Apostles, however great, would be very different, as we 
have already intimated, to the weight \vhich it has in 
bearing witness to a certain book having come from the 
Apostles. 'Yere we even to allow, then, that in both 
cases there was consent in the remaining Fathers (which 
we by no means do) and that that testimony was sufficient 
in the latter case, it would by no means fonow that it was 
so in the former. 
Nay more, the character of the testillJon y is altogether 
ùifferent. The witness borne to Scripture is direct. It 
is of this nature. Such and such a book was written ùy 
such an Apostle, the book being cited under his name. 
But in the case of doctrines, interpretations, or practices, 
it is not in general pretended that the witness appealed 
to by our opponents is of this direct kind; and if such a 
pretence be ma{le, facts will immediately disprove its trutl). 
There are few cases in which the Fathers can be shown 
to have made generally any direct claim to he delivering 
the oral teaching of the Apostles, and the two in which 
such claims are made with the most confidence, and Ly 
the greatest number, are just those which are generally 
disa11owed, viz. the doctrine of the millennium and the 
practice of giving the eucharist to infants. 
l\Ioreover, in the delivery of a doctrinal statement we 
have to contend with aU the difficulties arising from the 
carelessness and inaccuracy of the writer, the indistiuct- 
ness of his own conceptions, the bias to which his subject 
inclined him, difficulties which any man of experience in 
such matters will know are quite sufficient to prevent the 
possibility of any proof of consent even where consent 
might exist. 
And as to matters of fact and the rites and practices of 
the Church, what is there for which we have anything 
like consentient patristical testimony for its Apostolical 
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origin? "r e have, no doubt, on many points patristical 
testimony strongly confirmatory of the correctness of our 
interpretation of Scripture in matters both of doctrine 
and practice, but the only testimony which bears a com- 
parison with that for the genuineness of Scripture is a 
direct ascription of the doctrine or practice to Aposto- 
lical teaching. 
Now, then, let our opponents no longer envelope them- 
selves in the smoke of fine words and vague generalities, 
but fairly tell us what doctrine or practice, or what in- 
terpretation of Scripture can challenge such direct testi- 
mony to its Apostolical origin from the catholic Fathers 
as a body, and point out tlte passagl!s in whicll such testi- 
mony is to be found. For instance, let them point out the 
passages in which it is stated that the Apostles directed 
that infants should be baptized, and then let them com- 
pare with the evidence they find on this point the direct 
testimonies of the Fathers to the authorship of the books 
of the New Testament. The evidence will be found to be 
of an altogether different kiud. 
It is quite true that the process by which the truth that 
Scripture is the word of God is arrived at, and the motives 
inducing men to believe it, may be very different in 
different individuals. One may begin at one part of the 
proof and another at another, one may be cl1Îefly influ- 
enced by one part and another by another. And gene- 
raHy in the case of those who have been instructed by the 
Church, the teaching of the Church as to the sacreùness 
of these books is the introductory motive to belief in them 
as the ".. ord of God, so that any subsequent inquiry re. 
specting them is commenced with a feeling of reverent 
regard towards them. And this feeling united with a 
contemplation of tlte internal testimony to the divine origin 
of the revelation they contain, in the excellent nature and 
effects of that revelation, may, and often will, (always, with 
the assistance of God's Spirit) produce in the mind a 
belief in this truth, without any such elaborate investiga.., 
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tion of the evidence for it as that to which we have just 
alluded. 
But, in no case, and under no circumstances, can the 
tradition of the Church be justly taken as sufficient proof 
of a matter which involves a doctrine affecting the very 
foundation upon which the church stands. Even were 
tradition a safe guide, as far as concerns conveying to us 
tbe oral traditions of the Apostles, it would not at all 
follow that it was a safe guide in this point, for the 
doctrine that Scripture is the ,V ord of God, necessarily 
depends upon the character of our Lord and his Apostles; 
and this cannot be proved by any oral dec1aration of the 
Apostles to that effect, and still less by any decree of 
t he Church. 
But, doubtless, for the genuineness and insp
ration of 
those particular writings which form the New Testa- 
ment, there can be no sufficient proof to the unassisted 
mind, without good external evidence; and the external 
evidence we have for these truths, appears to me, to be, 
as far as external evidence can go, (for those parts, at 
least, of the New Testament that have universal tradition 
in their favour,) conclusive. 
And hence, it is the duty of every man who is qualified 
by education to do so, to inquire into the evidences for 
the doctrine that Scripture is the word of God; and 
unless he does this, he cannot possess that evidence of 
the truth of the doctrine of the inspiration of Scripture 
which is necessary (putting out of sight the work of the 
Spirit upon the heart) to form so complete a proof of it 
as to leave no room for reason to cavil or hesitate. 
It is quite true that God may so convince the mind of 
any truth, by a direct operation upon the soul, that such 
a man would be guilty, and without excuse before him, 
for not believing it. But in the first place, this can be 
no evidence to anyone but himself. And further, knuw- 
ing the discordant opinions tbat have been maintained 
uuder the sllppositivn of snch an internal testimony, it is 
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clearly the ùuty of such an one to see that it is not 
opposeù by other reasonable testimony, and to ascf'rtain, 
as far as he is able, how far it is supported by other testi- 
mony. Granted that he lllay not be able to see or under- 
stanù all the evidence tbere is in its favour, and that if hc 
finds tbat it is not opposed by other valid evidence, thi
 
may be enough for satisfaction in such a case, yet the 
inquiry it is his ùuty to make. 
\lltl this I conceive to 
be practically tbe situation of many Christians, \V ho, from 
circumstances, are prevented from taking that clear and 
comprehensive view of the evidences for Scripture which 
could demonstrate its divine origin. Here, as far as human 
assent could go, the ground for Lelief is lesselleù; but, in 
the case which we are now supposing, the work is one 
of Di vine pO\\; er, and therefore the satisfaction posses!:;ed 
by thc mind proportionaLly strong. Nevertheless, the 
same reason which makes it incumbent upon such a man 
to look beyond the internal impressions produced upon 
his own mind in favour of the truth, either by the intrinsic 
power of the word or by divine influence, goes to show 
that the inquiry should be carried as far as the inquirer 
is able to investigate the subject. It is the duty and the 
privilege of one who feels that religion is his chief concern, 
thus to investigate the proofs for the divine origin of the 
Scriptures, anù so to strengthen and fortify his faith in 
w hat they reveal. 
Instead, however, of wishing men to make such in- 
q uiries, our opponents urge them against so doing as 
both unnecessary and dangerous, and that, not on account 
of the power of the internal evidence of the word 01. tIle 
work of the Spirit, but as if, forsooth, it were an affront 
to "the Church." l\Ien are to be content to receive 
all on faith in the dictum of " the church." Their lau- 
guage is, in fact, You must shut your eyes and walk 
straightforward as your ecclesiastical guide tells you, and 
thcn all will be right. Only be sure not to open your 
eyes and look where you are going, for in that case, we 
will not answcr fOl. the consequences; for we can assure 
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you that !':ome people \\'ho have used their eyesight, have 
made mistakes. And in truth, llOlding the opinions they 
do (which we shall notice presently), as to the nature of 
these evidences, and the state in w bich men are left, it 
is no wonder that such is their advice. 
But, say our opponents, what are men in general, par- 
ticularly the illiterate, to do, who are unable to investigate 
the evidences for this truth? I return the question, and 
sball probably be told that the illiterate must believe upon 
the testimony of the church. But to the illiterate man, the 
testimony of the church is merely the testimony of 
the individual who happens to be his pastor. 'ViII any 
man say that such testimony is a fit and proper ground 
for faith? He is not left to such a fragile reed to lean 
upon. He has a testimony to the truth that Scripture is 
the word of God infinitely superior to this-I mean in 
the internal evidence which that 'V ord brings with it of 
its divine origin in the excellent nature and effects of the 
revelation contained in it; which, when applied to the 
heart by the 
pirit, is known and felt to be the truth of 
God. And this testimony of the Holy Spirit to the 
written 'V ord, given either directly, or indirectly through 
the revelation contained in it, seals it with an impress 
not to be mistaken by those to whom it is vouchsafed, 
and without which, faith in Scripture, as the word of 
God, is a mere historical faith, altogether unprofitable to 
any saving purpose. 
I hope our opponents are not prepared to deny this, 
though, alas, of such operations of the Holy Spirit in the 
hearts of individuals, we hear scarcely anything ill their 
writings; and I will, therefore, take the opportunity to 
call their attention to another passage from one of their 
own witnesses, Dr. Jackson. "The Holy Spirit who 
instructed the first messengers of the Gospel with the 
true sense and knowledge of the truths therein revealed, 
and furnished them with diversity of tongues to utter 
them to the capacity of divers nations, can and dutil, 
throughout all succeeding ages, continue his gifts, whe- 
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ther of tongues or others, whatsoever al.e necessary for 
cOlweyillg the true sense and meaning of saving truth 
already taught, IM:\IEDIATELY to tlle hearts of all such, in 
every nation, as are not for their sin judged unworthy of 
his society; of all such as resist not his motions to follow 
the lusts of the flesh. And as for men altogether illite- 
rate, that cannot read the Scriptures in any tongue, we 
do not hold them bound (nor, indeed, are any) to believe 
absolutely or expressly every clause or sentence in the 
sacred canon to be the infallible oracle of God's Spirit 
otherwise than is before expressed; but unto the several 
matters or substance of truth contained in the principal 
parts thereof, their souls and spirits are so surely tied and 
fastened, that tlH'y can say to their own consciences, 
wheresoever these men that teach us these good lessons, 
learned the same themselves, lllost certain it is, that 
originally they came from God; and by the gracious 
providence of that God, w hose goodness they so often 
mention, are they now come to us. Such are, the rules 
and testimonies of God's providence, the doctrines or real 
truths of original sin, of our misery by nature, and free- 
dom by grace: such are, the articles of Christ's passion 
and the effects thereof, of the resurrection and life ever- 
lasting. . . . . . l\Iany other points there be, not of like 
necessity or consequence, which unto men specially alto- 
gether unlearned, or otherwise of less capacity, may ùe 
proposed as the infallible oracles of God; unto some of 
zcltÎc!t it is not lauf1d for them to give so absolute and firm 
irret.ocable as."ent as they must do unto the forme'r, because 
they cannot discern tlle truth of them in itself, 01' for itself, 
or with tllfir own eyes, as, it is supposed, they did tile trutli 
of the former." (1300k ii. Sect. l. c.2.) 
\Vith respect to the nature of that faith by which we 
believe Scripture to be the worù of God, it is said by the 
nomallists that it must be a divine faith, that is, one that 
stands on divine testimony; because, in all the articles of 
religion, fiLÌth must have divine testimony to rest upon. 
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The object in view is to make the testimony of the 
Church the ground upon which our belief of this truth 
rests. And they make use of this proposition in two 
'ways; first, to make us the humble servants of "the 
Church" for a knowledge of tbis truth; and also to build 
upon it the argument that the testimony of the Church 
must be divine, because otherwise we should have no suf- 
ficient ground for a belief in tbis necessary truth. 
N ow it is quite true that, for all the truths of religion, 
we need divine testimony as the foundation for faith. But 
the question whether this or that is a divine testimony, is 
not, strictly speaking, any part of religion, but rather a 
previous question. Religion consists in that which is re- 
vealed. The revelation itself includes all the doctrines of 
religion, strictly speaking. And be who believes the re- 
velation contained in the Scriptures, though he might. 
never see the Scriptures, (the case with not a few in an- 
tient, and perhaps some in modern times,) is as much in a 
state of salvation, as he who enjoys the higher privilege 
of possessing the Scriptures and faith in their inspiration. 
1\Ioreover, if it were absolutely necessary that before 
we could believe any testimony to be divine, we must 
have divine testimony that it is so, then there could be no 
proof to be had of a divine testimony; each one requiring 
another to prove it, and so on, ad Ï1rfinitlllll. 
'Ye may here remark, however, that even apart from 
the divine testimony vouchsafed in the work of the Holy 
Spirit upon the heart, convincing of this truth, there was 
originally divine testimony to the doctrine of the inspira- 
tion of Scripture. For this doctrine follows from that of 
the divine mission of our Lord, and the inspiration of his 
Apostles; and, for that doctrine, we have the testimony 
of the Father at Christ's baptism, the miracles wrongllt 
by our Lord and his Apostles, the testimony of prophecy, 
and the power and success of the Gospel; all divine testi- 
monies, whether men are disposed to admit them as such, 
or not. For God bore witness, we are told, to the 
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Apostles, with signs and wonders, and divers miracles, 
and gifts of the Holy Ghost; (Heb. ii. 4.) and confirmed 
the word with signs following. (l\Iark xvi. 20.) 
It is certainly a matter for consideration with one who 
is considering the evidences for revelation, whether he 
has sufficient grounds to admit them to be divine tes- 
timonies or not. ..lnd this is a question, with which 
every man has to deal, who is made acquainted in 
any way with any thing that professes to be a divine 
testimony. He must seek for some rational grounds of 
conviction that such testimony is divine; and the motives 
inducing him to believe that such is the case, ought to be 
such as approve themselves to the reason of mankind. 
To judge the evidences upon which the claim of anything 
to be a divine testimony rests, is the proper province of 
reason; while, upon the revelation itself, it is exercised 
only so far as to ascertain that there is nothing directly 
contrary to its dictates; and accepts with humility much 
that may be in its full proportions infinitely above it, 
transcending the powers of human reason, as much as the 
Divine nature does the human. The resolution of the 
question, Upon what grounds do I believe any thing to be 
a divine testimony, "must be fetched," says Bishop Stil- 
lingfleet, "from those rational evidences whereby a divine 
testimony must be distinguished from one merely human 
and fallible." 1 
I t is quite true that this divine testimony comes to us 
ill part only in the report of fallible men, and so far loses 
a portion of its force. But still there was originally 
divine testimony to the inspiration of the Scriptures; and 
the report of that testimony is an important evidence 011 
the point to us! But the only direct divine testimony to 
the point we now enjoy, is that of the Holy Spirit upon 
the heart. 
The Romanists, however, not sati
fied with there having. 
been originally divine testimony to the inspiration of 
Scripture, maintain that the testimony upon" hich every 
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man believes this truth, lUust be divine; when, in fact, 
apart from the direct witness of the I-Ioly Spirit in the 
heart, no man now has more than a human report of such 
testimony. 
Upon the whole, then, let us observe what is the state 
of the case in this matter. The great and important q ues- 
tion is, 'Yhether the religion revealed to us in the Scrip- 
ÌlIres of the New Testament, is from God. And the great 
evidence in favour of the affirmative, is to be found in the 
excellent nature and effects of that religion, which may, 
even to the natural mind, and certainly will to the spiri- 
tually enlightened mind, produce a conviction of its divine 
origin. The sincere inquirer after the truth, therefore, 
to whom the gift of the Spirit is promised, is not left in 
this matter to depend upon any human testimony. His 
faith is grounded upon far better evidence, even the in- 
ternal power of the \V ord, sealed in his experience with 
the witness of the Spirit to its divine origin. And this is, 
in fact, the very marrow and substance of the question of 
the inspiration of Scripture; and all other points are in 
the comparison of but secondary importance. 
nut this, it may be said, affects only those parts of 
Scripture in which the great truths of Christianity are 
delivered; and does not even here show more than the 
divine origin of the truths so delivered; whereas it is of 
importance to know to what extent we have divine testi- 
monyon the subject of religion; and whether the Scrip- 
tures, as they stand, proceeded from the pen of inspired 
authors. 
N ow I will not venture so to limit the operations of 
God's 
pirit in the hearts of the faithful, as to affirm that 
such is the case. But thus much I freely admit, that it 
is the duty of those who are capable of making the in- 
quiry, to ascertain the evidence that exists upon these 
points. 
Here, then, comes in the question of the canon; and 
we have already shown that for most of the books of the 
New Te!::itament we have, he:;ides the internal testimony, 
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various testimonies to their ,"\postolical ori'gin or sanction, 
among which one is the unanimous witness of the antient 
records of the church; and for the other books, similar 
testimony, except that patristical tradition is not unani- 
mous on the point, and consequently the external testi- 
mony not so indubitably in their favour, as for the others. 
For the former, the moral evidence that they are the 
genuine writings of the Apostles, is, we hold, such as to 
leave no doubt of the fact, in the mind of any impartial 
person. For the latter, the external evidence is not equally 
convincing. The burthen of proof must be thrown more 
upon the internal evidence; and the guidance of God's 
IIoly Spirit sought to enable us to judge arigl]t. 1"or to 
assert that any ecclesiastical affirmation at the present 
day can be a sufficient ground for faith in a matter in 
which the primitive church was divided, may obtain for a 
Ulan the credit of being a very bold and confident friend 
of" the Church," but not that of a very wise or very trust- 
worthy man. 
Such tben, we conceive, to be the foundation upon 
which we have to rest in this question. For the divine 
origin of the religion delivered to us in the Scriptures, 
in all its great and important features, every sincere 
inquirer after the truth has not only the internal wit- 
ness of its excellence, but also divine testimony. The 
Holy Spirit works conviction within him, and gives him 
a knmdedge and assurance of the truth. And I see not 
how, even without further divine assistance, w hen he 
couples this testimony with the evident claims of the 
writers of the Scriptures to divine guidance in their 
delivery of the truth, he can doubt of the inspiration of 
those parts of Scripture, at least, in which the great 
truths of Christianity are delivered. But, besides this, 
be has, for nearly the whole of the Scriptures, moral 
evidence, of the most convincing kind, of their having 
proceeded frOl)) inspired authors. 
llere, then, is sufficient g'round for faith to rest upon. 
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It is at no uncertainties. It has a founùation amply 
sufficient for its support; and were it not so, it woult! 
not be faith. 
But, alas! our opponents to induce us, if possible, to 
embrace their notions on the subject of " tradition," seem 
willing to leave Christianity itself without any firm foun- 
ùation to rest upon. They are quite aware of the weak- 
ness of the reed upon which they are leaning when using 
patristical tradition for the purposes to which they apply 
it. But rather than give it up, they have laboured to 
show that Christianity itself stands on no better ground, 
and that the Christian's faith is a mere persuasion, encom- 
passed with doubts and difficulties, such as results from a 
balance of opposing probabilities! 
" The rule of Vincent," says 1\11'. Newman, " is not of a 
mathematical or demonstrative character, but moral, and 
requires practical judgment and good sense to apply it. 
. . . . How many Fathers, how Ulany places, how many 
instances constitute a fulfilment of the test proposed? 
It is, then, from the nature of the case, a condition u.ltirlt 
never can be satisfied as fully as it 11light have been; it 
admits of various and unequal application in various 
instances, and what degree of application is enough must 
be decided by the same principles which guide us in the 
conduct of life, which determine us in politics, or trade, 
or war, whiclt lead us to accept rel'elation at all, FOR 
WHICH WE HAVE BUT PROBABIUTY TO SHOW At MOST, 
NAY, TO BELIEVE IX THE EXISTENCE OF 
AN INTELLIGENT CREATOR." (pp. 68-69.) 
" 'Ye, for our part, have been taught to consider that 
faith in its degree as well as conduct, must be guided by 
probabilities, and that doubt is ever our portion in this life. 
'Ye can bear to confess that other systems have their 
unanswerable arguments in matters of detail, and that 
we are but striking a balance betu.een difficulties e.Tistiug 
on bot" sides; that we are following as the voice of Got!, 
what ON TilE WIIOI.E we have reason to think 
uch." 



THAT SCRIPTUHE IS INSPIRED. 


!j]l 


(p. 129.) AntI, therefore, the Romanists, who justly think 
that doubt is incompatible wit.h faith,l and have, there- 
fore, very unnecessarily and unwarrantably invented the 
doctrine of infalIibility to remove it, are told that they 
have troubled themselves very unnecessarily about the 
matter. (p. 103.) And we are told that, " according to 
English principles, faith has all it needs in knowing that 
God is our Creator and Preserver, and that he l\IA Y, 
IF IT SO HAPPEN, have spoken." . . . . "If we are 
asked how faith differs from opinion, we reply, in its con- 
sidering his being, governance, and will, as a matter of 
p('rsonal interest and importance to us, not in the degr('e 
of ligltt 01. darkness under w,
iclt it perceiv('s th('se truth.r;." 
. . . . "lYrty, doubt may even be said to be implied in a 
Christian's faith. ..... To require such definite and 
clear notices of truth, is to hanker after the Jewish law, a 
system of less mYBferious information, as well as less 
GENEROUS fait/t." And he says, that" Scripture is full 
of instances in point." AmI what does the reader sup- 
pose is the instance he gives? That of our Saviour him- 
self, who, he tells us, " scarcely once declared to inquirer:5 
that he was the Christ," but "left them to gather the 
great truth for tllemselves how they could, WITH WHA T- 
EYER DEGREE OF CERTAINTY," &c., implying that no 
e\TilIence was gi\Ten S"-!tfiCi(,}lt to exclude doubt. (See th
 
\vhole of pp. I03-!).) And a writer in the principal 
organ of our opponents, the British Critic, replying to the 
objection that the evidence for tradition is insufficient to 
produce assurance of its truth, meets the objection on the 
ground that there is not (as he would have us believe) 
indubitable evidence for Scripture. (Brit. Crit. for April, 
p. 4G7.) And this remark is made apparently on the 
ground that there are those who ohject to the sufficiency 
of t1mt evidence, just as they tell us that Scripture must 
be obscure, because some people misinterpret it. 
And thus the Author of the 85th Tract SilJS, "IJow 
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do we know tbat the whole Bible is the word of God? 
Happily, at present, we are content to believe this, be- 
cause we have been so taught. It is our great blessedness 
to receive it on faith. .... It does seem to me pre- 
posterous to confess that free inquiry leads to scepticism, 
[who confesses this 1] and scepticism makes one less 
happy than faith; and yet that such free inquiry is right. 
lV/wt is rigltt, and wlwt is happy, cannot, on the long run, 
and on a large scale, be divoined. To fûllow truth can 
never be a subject of regret; free inquiry does lead a man 
to regret the days of his child-like faith, [which shows who 
it is that thinks free inquiry does lead to scepticism, and 
therefore wisely advises us to shut our eyes] therefore, it 
is not following truth " (pp. 72, 3.) And after having 
depreciated, as far as possible, the testimony we have for 
the canon of Scripture, in order to make it appear not 
more than what we have for any of his favourite doctrines, 
(pp. 75, &s.) and collected together" startling" passages 
of Scripture as a set-off to anything startling we may 
find in his traditional doctrines; (pp. 86 &s.) and, at 
last, concluded that "the canon of Scripture rests on 
no other foundation than [what he calls] the catholic 
doctrines," and that "in both cases we believe mainly 
because the church of THE FOURTH AND FIFTH CENTURIES 
unanimously believed;" (p. lOt.) feeling, of course, the 
utter weakness of the foundation to which he has reduced 
both, boldly tells us that in the intercoursf' between our 
Lord and the Pharisees, the latter "were bid to believe 
on 'lceak arguments and fanriful deductions;" (p. Ill.) and 
having thus paved the way for his conclusion, sums up 
all with the following observations,-" In connexion with 
what has been said, observe the singular coincidence, or 
rather appositeness, of what Scripture enjoins, as to going 
by faith in religious matters. TIle difficulti(Js V,lliclt exist 
in the evidence, give a deep meaning to the exhortation. 
Scripture is quite aware of the difficulties. Objections 
can be brought against its own inspiration, its canonicity; 
against revealed doctrines, as in the case of the Jews; 



THAT SCRIPTURE IS IKSPIRED. 


f)1;J 


against the 1\lessiahship of Jesus Christ. It knows them 
all; it has proviJed against tJwm by recognizing them. 
It says' Believe,' because it knows that unless we believe 
there is no means of divine knowledge. If we will doubt, 
that is, if we will not allow evidence to be sufficient which 
merely results in a balance on the side of revelation; if we 
,,,ill determine that no evidence is enough to prove 
revealed doctrine but what is overpowering; if we will 
not go by evidence in whicll THERE ARE (so TO SAY) 
THREE CHANCES FOR REVELATION, AND ONLY TWO AGAI:'iST, 
we cannot be Christians, we shall miss Christ, either in 
]]is inspired Scriptures, or in his doctrines, or in his ordi. 
nances." "Love is tlte parent of faith. TVe believe ill 
things we see '/lot from love of them. . . . Faitll is 'reliance 
on the word of anotlter; tile word of another is, in itself, a 
faint evidence, compared witll tllat of sigltt or reason. It 
is influential only wlten we cannot do 'lcitlwut it. . . . . 
'Vhy should not the church be divine? The burden of 
proof surely is on the other side. I will accept her doc- 
trines, and her rites, and bel' Bible-not one, and not the 
other, but all-till I have clear proof that she is mistaken. 
It is, I FEEL, God's will that I should do so; and besides, 
I love tltese her possessions-I lOL'e Iter Bible, Iter doctrines, 
and Iter rites, and THEREFORE I BELIEVE." (pp. 112-15.) 
If this is not the ne plus ultra of enthusiasm, where can 
we find it? And why, I would ask, may 110t the Pagan 
or l\Iohalllmedan be allowed the same answer? I am a 
Pagan, hecause I love the doctrines and rites of Paganism. 
I am a 1\Iohammeùan, because I love the doctrines and 
rites of l\Iohammed. The answer is just as reasonable 
in their mouths, as in that of the Christian. That there 
is no influential saving belief in the doctrines of the 005- 
}>('l, without some love of them, anJ therefore that we 
need the love of .God to be shed abroaJ in the heart by 
the Holy Spirit, is indeed lUost true; and thankful should 
we have been to have seen a recognition of this truth; but 
for a man to make faith depend upon a lUere feeling of 
Jove, and seriously to maintain that if we came to inves. 
VOL. I. L L 
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tigate the evidence for our religion, and weigh the argu- 
ments pro and con, we should find that there was a mere 
balance in its fat.our, in t!te proportion of t!tree for, and tu.o 
against; and that, too, where all the" love" anù prepos- 
sessions of the wI'iter are professedly engaged on the side 
of the scale which he tells us does but just preponderate, 
is indeed a fearful specimen of recklessness in the support 
of a hypothesis. As if rather than not maintain it, he 
would endanger the cause of Christianity itself. 
Thus, in their wild zeal for tradition, they are sapping 
the very foundations of Christianity. The doctrine which 
they have here advanced, is precisely that which is calcu- 
lated to drive men either into Romanism, in order to find 
something which at least professes to relieve men from 
doubt and uncertainty, or into infidelity. 
No wonder that anyone should discourage men 
from looking into the evidences for religion and the 
inspiration of the Bible, who thinks that there is no 
better evidence than a small balance of probabilities for 
them. 
As to 1\11'. Newman's remark in the first of the pas- 
sages quoted above, that there is but probability for the 
existence of an Intelligent. Creator, there are many Deists 
who would not have made it. 
And to give weight to these views, he has ventured 
even to quote Bishop Butler as giving his sanction to 
them. For after the first of the pas
ages given above, 
where he speaks of having" probability at most to show" 
for revelation, he adds, "This character, indeed, of Vin- 
cent's canon, will hut RECOMMEND it to the disciples of 
the school of Butler, from its agreement with the analogy 
of nature." So that the fact here supposed that tbe evi- 
dence for revelation is doubtful, is actually a recommenda- 
tion to our belief of it, if we agree with Bishop Butler. 
From which it of conrse follows, that the more doubtful 
the evidence for such a matter, the better claim it has 
upon our belief. And this moustrum horrendum fathered 
upon that acute reasoner, Bishop Butler! And on what 
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ground? Because Bishop Butler has in his "Analogy" 
taken upon him to show t.he infidel tl1at, ("cen if the evi- 
dence for Christianity were not such as to afford him a 
])roof that he could consider beyond exception certain, still 
it amounts to such a degree of probability, that he is doing 
unwisely in such a matter not to act according to its dic- 
tates; just as in many other matters he would himself 
reckon it unreasonable not to act upon evidence, which, 
nevertheless, he did not feel to be free from the possibility 
of cavil. Bishop Butler not only gives no countenance to 
the notion that he sympathized in the feeling that the evi- 
dence for Christianity was open to any just cavil or rea- 
sonable difficulty, but clem"ly shows that he had no such 
notion. For while he invariably puts such views only 
into the mouths of his opponents, as, for instance, " Per- 
sons who speak of the evidence of religion as doub
ful, aud 
of this supposed doubtfulness as a positive argument 
against it, should be put upon considering," &c. (Pt. 2. c. 6.) ; 
and again, "If, upon consideration of religion, the evidence 
of it slwuld seem to any persons doubtful, in the highest 
supposable degree, even this doubtful evidence will, how- 
ever, put them into a general state of probation" (lb.), lIe 
speaks so as clearly to show that lle regarded the evidence for 
Christianity in a very different light. "Though," he says, 
" this proof [i. e. miracles] is real and conclusive, yet it is 
liable to objections, and may be run up into difficulties; 
which, however, persons who are capable not only of 
talking of, but of really seeing, are capable of seeing 
tkJ'ollgll j that is, not of clearing up and answering them 
so as to satisfy their curiosity; for of such knowledge we 
are not capable with respect to anyone thing in nature; 
but capaJ)le of seeing that the proof is not lost in these 
difficulties, or destroyed by these objcctions." (IJ).) 
Again, speaking of the evidence for Christianity fr01ll 
prophccy, he reminds his opponents tl)at "those persons 
who have thoroughly examined it, and some of them 
were mCll of the coolest tempers, greatest capacities, and 
least liable to imputations of prejudice, insist upon it a:-, 
L L 2 
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dcterminately conclusive." (Pt. 2. c. 7.) "The truth of our 
re1igion, like the truth of common matters, is to be judged 
of by all the evidence taken together. And unless the 
whole series of things which may be alleged in this argu- 
ment, and every particular in it, can reasonably be sup.. 
posed to have been by accident, (for here the stress of the 
argument for Cbristianity lies,) then is the truth of it 
proved." (lb.) 
It is difficult to conceive how Bishop Butler's meaning 
could be so misapprehended as it has been by J\Ir. New- 
man. And one cannot but regret, for the honour of our 
church, that such statements as we are nmv commenting 
Oil, should ever have seen the light, from the quarter from 
which they come. 
If 
Ir. K ewman had confined himself to the observa- 
tion, that Bishop Butler had shown that it was reason- 
able to act sometimes upon eyidence which, though open 
to so
ne cayi1s, rendered anything probable, and that con- 
sequently patristical tradition was not to be despised 
because it was open to some cavils, that would have been 
more like a fair application of the bishop's mode of rea- 
soning. Bllt even tben the argument ,,,"ould not have 
J.>een tenable. For the things which Bishop Butler is 
speaking of are the highest verities of religion. N ow it 
might be very true that, as it respects the great doctrines 
of Christianity, douùtful evidence might be a sufficient 
inducement to reasonable men to act as persons con- 
vinced of their truth, and yet it would not follow that the 
same evidence should be considered sufficient for other 
matters. He who had once seen the tide return after 
ebhing, would infer the possibility of its returning again, 
and upon that inference might reasonahly act as if it cer- 
tainly would do so, because his life was at stake; 1mt if 
the utmost which the return of the tiùe could do would 
be immaterial to him, then there would be no absurdity 
in his waiting for further evidence. 
l\Ioreo'
er, the two ca
es are altogether different. In 
the one case a religion is offered us, which it is alleged is 
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the only guide to happiness in another world, and the be- 
lief of which, even if it 
hould turn out not to he true, 
can ùo us no harm, but, on the contrary, will promote 
our real happiness here_ 'Ve may reasonably act, there- 
fore, as if it were true, even on doubtful evidence. But, 
in the other case, ::;tatelllents are brought to us, claiming 
to be reports of the oral teaching of the Apostles, which, 
while they ùo not pretenù to be of vital importance, may 
be but corruptions of Christianity, and therefore be morc 
or less injurious to us. 
The argument of Bishop Butler, indeed, if thus strained 
to matters to which it was never intended to apply, loses 
all its force. For it lllight be applied to anything '" e meet 
,,,,ith in one or two of the Fathe-rs. Such things (it might 
he said) being thus mentioned, there is a degree of pro- 
bability that they had an 
\postolical origin, and there- 
fore, as Bishop Butler tells us that in religious matters 
a degree of probability is a sufficient ground for us to act 
upon, we are bo;].nd to act as if these statements were cer- 
tainly Âpo
tolical. But who sees not, that such an appli- 
cation of his argument would be absurd? 
:1\11'. X ewman is fonù of appealing to Bishop Stilling- 
fleet, as one who held his views. Let me call his atten- 
tion, then, to the following extract fi'Olll that able and 
truly Protestant Pælate's writings. 
" Those evidellces," 
ays the bishop, " whereby a. 
divine testimony lll<.y be known, lUust be such as may 
Hot leave men's miuds in smpense, but are of their own 
nature cOltvincing proofs of it . . . I know it is a great 
disputc among uiany, ,. hetlJer those things wl1Ïch are 
u
ualJJ called the comlllOn motives of faith, do of their 
own nature only induce a probaLle per::masion of the 
truth of the doctrine as probable which they arc joined 
"itll, or else are they sufficient for the producing a firm 
a::;sent to the doctrine as true? I grant thcy are not ùe- 
monstrati,.c so as. to cnforce assent, for" e see thc con- 
trary bJ the experience of all ages; but tlJat they arc not 
sufficicnt foundation for an unprcjudiced luind to cstahli::,h 
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a firm assent upon, is a thing not easy to be granted; 
chiefly upon this account, that an obligation to believe 
cloth lie upon everyone to whom these evidences of a 
divine testimony are sufficiently discovered . . . . . If, 
therefore, there be no evidences given sufficient to carry , 
the minds of meñ beyond mere probability, what sin can 
it be in those to disbelieve, who cannot be obliged to 
believe as true what is only discovered as probable. I 
cannot, therefore, see how an obligation to believe a divine 
testimony is consistent with their opinion who make the 
utllwst which any outward evidences can extend to, to be 
only the bare credibility of the doctrine attested by them. 
I can ve'ry well satisfy myself with the ground and reason 
why tlte 'more subtle wits of tl16 Church of Rome do assert 
tltis ; for if notlling else can be produced by all motives of 
faitl" but only a probable persuasion of the trut/l of Chris- 
tian doctrine, then lwre comes in the fairest pretence for the 
infallibility of their church; for utl"erwise they tell us we 
can ha'L
e no foundation for a divine fait/,,; for lww can 
that be a foundation for divine faitll wlticl" can reach no 
higher tItan a moral inducement, and beget only a probable 
persuasion of the credibility of the doctrine of Cllrist? But 
on what account those wlw disown the infallibility of the 
Churcl" of Rome in the proposal of mallers of faith, slwuld 
yet consent witl" those of it in an hypothesis taken up in pro- 
bability, merely out of subserviency to that most advanta- 
geous piece of the mystery of iniquity, is not easy to resolve. 
Unless the over-fondness of some upon the doctrine of the 
SclLOols more than of tile Gospel, ltath been the occasion 
of it. For how agreeable can that opinion be to the 
Gospel, which so evidently puts the most defensive 
weapons into the hands of unbelief? For, doubtless, in 
the judgment of any rational person a mere proLaLle per- 
suasion of the credibility of the doctrine of Christ, where 
an assent to it as true is rcquired, can never be looked on 
as an act of faith; for if my assent to -the truth of the 
thing Le according to the strcngth of the arguments 
iuducing mc to believe, antI the:;e arguments do only 
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prove a probability of divine testimony, my assent can be 
no stronger dlan to a thing merely probable; which is, 
that it may be or not be true, which is not properly 
assent, but a suspending our judgments till some con- 
vincing argument be produced on either side . . . . . . . 
I cannot conceive that men, otherwise learned and sober, 
should with so much confidence assert, that the rational 
evidences of a divine testimony are insufficient to prove a 
doctrine true, unless it be from hence, that they find that, 
notwithstanding the strongest evidences, many persons 
continue in unbelief. For, say they, ' if these arguments 
were scientifical and demonstrative (as they speak) of the 
truth of the doctrine attested by them, then all persons 
to whom they are propounded must certainly believe.' 
But this is very easily answered; for we speak not of 
internal but outward evidence; not of that in the subject 
but of the object, or more fully of the reason of the thing, 
and not the event in us; for, doubtless, there may be un- 
doubted truth and evidence in many things which some 
persons either cannot or will not understand. If Epicu- 
rus should contend still that the sun and stars are no 
bigger than they seem to be, will it hence follow that 
there can be no rational demonstration of the contrary? 
Nay, if the way of demonstration be offered him, and 
telescopes put into his hands, yet if he be resolved to 
maintain his credit, and therefore his opinion, and will 
not use the telescopes, or suspect still they are intended 
only to deceive his sight, what possible way will there be 
of convincing such a person, though the thing be in itself 
demonstrable? N ow, if the strength of prejudice, or 
maintaining of credit, can prevail so much in matters of 
mathematical evidence, to withhold assent, what power 
may we think a corrupt interest may have upon the 
understanding, as to the arguments which tend to prove 
tlJe truth of that doctrine which is so repugnant to that 
carnal interest which the heart is already devoted to! 
Our blessed Saviour hath himself given us so full an ac- 
count of the original and causes of unbelief in the per- 
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sons he conversed with, that that may yield us a sufficient 
answer to this objection. He tells us, the ground of it 
was not want of light, nay, there was light sufficient to 
convince any, but that those to whom the light came 
loved darkness rather than it, because their deeds were 
evil. John iii. 19. . . . . [And he proceeds to refer to 
John v. 44., Matt. vii. 14., John v. 40.J . . . . 'Vhen 
the most convincing miracles were used, they would 
rather attribute them to the Prince of devils than to the 
power of God. (l\Iatt. xi. 24.) AnJ. though our Saviour 
presently, by rational and demon
trative arguments, did 
prove the contrary to their faces, yet we see thereby it 
was a resolution not to he convinced, or yielJ. to the 
truth, wllÏch was the cause why they did not believe . . . 
It would be no difficult task to discover in all those 
instances wherein the unlJelief of men is discovercJ. in 
the New Testament, that the persons guilty of it did not 
proceed like rational men, or such as desired truth, but 
were wholly carried away through passion, interest, pre- 
judice, disaffection, or some other cause of that nature, 
which may give us a sufficient account why those per- 
sons did not believe, although there might be clear anJ. 
undoubted evidence to persuade them to it. But although 
I assert that these rational eviJ.ences are sufficient argu- 
ments of the truth of the doctrine they come to m
nifest, 
yet I would not be so understood that I thereby resolve 
all religion into a mere act of reason and knowledge, and 
that no more power is required in the understanding to 
believe the Go
pel than to believe a mathematical demon- 
stration; which is another objection some lay in tIle way 
of this opinion, but it is not difficult getting over it. For 
the sufficiency which I attribute to rational evidence is 
not absolute and simple, but in suo genere as an objective 
evidence." 1 
Such is the language of Bishop Stillingfleet on this 
matter, and we see from it that this doctrine of ::\11'. N ew-- 


. Stillillgßeet's Originel!l Sacræ. ßk. ii. ch. 8. at the end. 
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man appeared to him to be one which admitted the fairest 
pretel1ce for introducing the Infallibility of the Church of 
Rome. 
But, in truth, our opponents seem to think that where 
there is inùubitable evidence for anything there cannot be 
faith; that, in a word, faith is some indescribable act of the 
mind by which its assent is given upon evidence not sufficient 
to exclude doubt, and that there must be some degree of 
ùoubtfulness in the evidence to make it faith. For 1\lr. 
I(eble tells us that "evidence complete in all its parts 
leaves no room for faith." (p. 82.) And again, "Per- 
haps had the evidence for it [i. e. the Nicene tradition] 
been more overpowering, no room would have been left 
for the requisite trial of our faith." (p. 148.) So that if a 
few persons were to tell us that there is such a place as 
Rome, we might believe that there was, and that would 
be faith, but if the evidence was so strong in favour of 
there being such a place that it was in reason illdubitable 
that there was, then there would be no room tor faith. 
1\Iay I ask what there would be room for? 
I know not \" hat faith can be but an assent of the mind 
upon that rational eviùence which excludes doubt. For 
it is surely impo.:isible to believe a thing, and Jet be doubt- 
ful about it at the same time. It may be difI-icu1t, and 
perhaps impossible, to decide the precise amount of moral 
evidence calculated to bring conviction to the minò of au 
individual, but surely to maintain that a man luay belieVf', 
nay is hound to believc, a thing upon evidence which JOu 
allow not to lJe indubitable, is beyond measure strange. 
" Doth the strength of the argument," says TIisho}) Stil- 
lingfleet, when meeting a preci:-:ely similar statcment frOta 
one of his Romish ad \Fersaries, " hinder ill{' at all from be- 
lieving w h.lt I did not see? I had rathcr thought, the 
more ob
curc the object had been, the greater Ileces
ity 
there had bcen of strong evidence to persuadc a man to be- 
lieve . . . tlte greatest dearness and eddellce as to ate tcsti- 
'lJlOll!l is notrep71!JlZllnt to tIle nature of faitlt."-" 'Ye think 
it our dnty to beHeve firmly '" hatevcr God saith, Lut 
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withal we.think it our duty to inquire carefully whether 
God hath said it or no before we believe; and according 
to the evidence we have of this we assent to tIle former." 1 
I will add only (as there is no authority with our op- 
ponents like the Fathers) a passage from the excellent 
Hilary. Speaking of St. Paul using the words" accord- 
ing to the Scriptures," w]Jen adverting to the death and 
resurrection of Christ, (J Cor. xv. 3, 4,) he says that he 
did it to give security for the doctrine to enable us to re- 
sist objections, when Christ Jesus was understood so to 
die and rise again as was written. " For faith knows 
no danger, (or, uncertainty); and every Christian confes- 

ion is safe in the hidden mystery of God." 2 


· See Discourse in Vindication of Protestant Grounds of Faith, pp. 
387-390. 

 Pia adversus calumniam resistendi securitate proposita, cum ita mort ac 
resurgere Christus Jesus intelligendus esset, qualiter scriptus est. Non enim 
ltabetfides periculum: et omnis pia professio in oCCllItO Sc:1.cramento Dei tllta 
cst. HIL. De Trin.lib. x. 
 67. co!. 1078. 
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CHAPTER VII. 


THAT HOLY SCRIPTURE IS OUR SOLE DIVINELY-REVEALED 
RULE OF FAITH AND PRACTICE, AND SOLE INFALLIBLE 
JUDGE or CONTROVERSIES IN RELIGION, AND IS CONSE- 
QUENTLY IN THE CREDENDA OF RELIGION THE SOLE 
AUTHORITY WHICH BINDS 'fHE CONSCIENCE TO BELIEF 
IN WHAT IT DELIVERS. 


I T will be readily granted, I suppose, that in religion, 
with the exception of those truths which (as the Apostle 
intimates, Rom. i.) reason, judging froUl the works of 
creation, may teach us, nothing but a divine testimony 
can be sufficient to bind the conscience to the belief of any 
doctrine. The divine will may, indeed, be made known 
to us in various ways, and through the agency of man, but 
all will agree I conceive in this, that whatever is delivered 
hy man on the subject of religion can have power over 
the conscience only so far as it can be shown to lJave 
come originally from God. 
For faith, as it respects the truths of religion, must have 
for its foundation a divine testimony. "Faith," says the 

\postle, "cometh by hearing, and hearing by the word of 
God." (Uom. i. ] 7.) .AmI this Bellarmine himself acknow- 
ledges, that "faith must have the word of God to rest 
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upon," so that where there is no divine testimony" there 
will Le no faith." 1 
The ground, therefore, upon which our faith must rest, 
as it concerns the truths of religion, must be some real or 
supposed word of God. In our inquiries, therefore, as to 
"what is truth" in religion, we have to inquire, "what 
hath God said." Our knowledge on the subject must 
Legin and terminate with that which we have reason to 
consider divine revelation. Faith, theologically considered, 
expresses an assent of the mind to a truth on tlte ground 
of its having been revealed to us by God. 2 It is belicf in 
thinbs not the objects of the senses built upon that which 
is beIieveù to Le divine testimony, and our evidence that 
such testimony is divine must be satisfactory to the mind, 
otherwi
e our assent Ulust be propurtionably uncèrtain. 
lIenee, as we have already ohserved, the divinelY-l'e- 
ycaIed rule of faith is our sole rule o
' faith. 
In determining, therefùre, what constitutes our 1.ulc of 
faith, the great question is, Through what media may we 
obtain information as to what God has revealed to man 
on the subject of religion, sufficiently certain to bind the 
conscience to belief? 
For the answer to this question, it is evident tbat we 
cannot be guided by human authority. The Brahmin 
will send us to one set of sacred Looks, the 1\iohamme- 
clan to another. And the credentials of any person or 
writing, professing to deliver to us a divine revelation, 
must be judged Ly us upon our individual responsibility 
to God, and not taken for granted upon any human 
testimony; and for this simple reason, that we are each 
of us responsible to God for our conduct, and cannot 
shift that responsibility upon others. All, therefore, are 


I Cum fides nitatur verbo Dei, nisi habeamus verbum Dei non scriptum 
nulla nobis erit fides. De Verb. Dei, lib. iv. c. 4. I am not here concerned 
with his reasoning in this passage, or the application he makCB of the prin- 
ciple. 
2 So Durandus (as quoted by Bishop Pearson in his exposition of the Creed, 
Art. 1) Bays,-Fides est habitus quo assentimus dictisScripturæ propter aucto- 
ritatcm Dei revelantis. Durand. lib. iii. Dist. 24. q. 1. 
 9. 
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obliged to allow the right and d
ily of private juJgment 
upon this point to a certain extent. Even the Romanist 
himself, who begins with the doctrine of the infallibility 
of his Church, begs you to examine the cred{'ntials of its 
infallibility, and thereby grants, in that point at least, the 
right and Juty of privat.e judgment. 
1\11'. Newman himself, therefore, says, "If man is in a 
state of trial, and his trial lies in the general exercise of 
the will, and the choice of religion is an exercise of will, 
and always implies an act of individual judgment, it fol- 
lows that such acts are in the number of tbose by which 
he is tried, and for which he is to give an account here- 
after. So far an parties must be agreed, that without 
pri,'ate judgment, there is no responsibility." (p. 155.) 
To which he adds, "Romanist, I consider, agrees with 
Protestant so far; the question in dispute being, what 
are the means which are to direct our choice, and what is 
the due manner of using them," again
t which 1\lr. :New- 
man must allow me to caution the reader, for the ques- 
tion is, what is the degree of value attaching to the various 
means we have to direct our choice, and whether, of those 
means, Scripture is not our alone divine and infallibìe 
informant; and when he proceeds to tell us that popular 
Protestantism would deprive us of all external means but 
Scripture, because it will not give them that place which 
he assigns to them, he is making a statement which, with 
impartial readers, can only be injurious to himself and 
his own cause. He knows ,veIl that, to mention no 
others, one mean, used very diligently by " popular Pro- 
testantism," is the preac1Jing of falliLle men, whom it 
believes to be often used by GoJ as the instruments for 
conveying saving truth to the heart, both in the choice of 
a religion, and after that choice is made, in the further 
c1wice between truth and error, inculcated by the various 
teachers of that religion; a choice, ho"ever, which \\e 
contend must be grounùeù upon that" hich has reason- 
aLle proof of its being the word of God. 
}\;" ow we have already considered the grounds upon 
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which Holy Scripture demands onr faith in it as the 
word of God. The question, then, is, have we any other 
divine informant? Our opponents put in a claim for 
what they call the tradition of the church, or catholic 
consent, i. e., the tradition delivered to us by certain 
early writers of the church, and they tell us that Scrip- 
ture and this tradition form jointly the rule of faith, send- 
ing us for that tradition to the writings of the first few 
centuries. 
The reply is, that this tradition (as we have already 
endeavoured to prove in a former chapter) is, from its 
nature, utterly unfit, to be reckoned a divine informant, 
and, therefore, can form no part of the rule of faith. 
Prove it to be a divine informant, and we at once admit 
it into the rule of faith; but if it be anything le..-;s than a 
divine informant, it can form no part of that rule. l\tlr. 
Keùle may rest assured that we not only "cannot," but 
do not wis/I, to "hide it from ourselves, that God's un- 
written word, if it can be any how authenticated, must 
necessarily demand the same reverence from us [i. e. as 
his written word]; and for exactly the same" reason, be- 
cause it is !tis word." (p. 26.) And to suppose that this is 
denied, is to fight with a shadow of his own creation, 
instead of meeting the real antagonist. 
The "rule of faith," therefore, might be thus defined, 
that it consists, besides the OM Testament, of all which 
we have reasonable ground of assurance was delivered to 
the church by our Lord and his Apostles, or with their 
sanction and authority. To those who heard them, and 
perhaps to some others, all which they delivered, as from 
God, came with equal authority, and formed, as a whole, 
the rule of faith. And if oral tradition had been consi- 
dered a safe conveyance for the truth, it would have been 
left to be so handed down to us. But such is not the 
case; and the very fact that the Apostles were careful to 
commit the doctrines of the Gospel to writing, shows that 
they considered them unsafe but in writing. And hence 
the Holy Scriptures are to us the sole rule of faith, be- 
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cause tbey embrace all which we have reasonable ground 
of assurance was delivered to the Church by our Lord 
and his Apostles, or with their sanction and authority. 
'Ve receive the Apostolic traditions given to us in the 
Scriptures, because we have sufficient reason to consider 
them genuine; we receive not, as binding, statements pre- 
tended to be derived, through the tradition of the Fathers, 
from their oral teaching, 1Jecause their genuineness is 
altogether incapable of proof. 'Ve do not reject them 
because we have any doubt as to the good faith of the 
Fathers, but because we know that, in matters of doctrine, 
men are exceedingly liable to error in their representation 
of the opinions of others; and also from the utter insuffi- 
ciency and uncertainty of the documents remaining to us 
of the antient church, to establish anything like catholic 
consent; and we may add, the insufficiency and uncer- 
tainty of the evidence afforded by even those that do re- 
main, comparatively to what they ought to afford on the 
hypothesis of our opponents; though at the same time 
we do not (as our opponents misrepresent us) regard 
what the Fathers have delivered to us respecting the 
faith as useless; but, on the contrary, that, properly used, 
it may be of considerable value. 
But, by "the rule of faith," we understand a testimony 
which shows us infallibly those doctrines which we are 
bvund by our duty to God to receive; and one which has 
such evidences of its di\-ine origin, as make it binding 
upon the consciences of all men; and of that rule, there- 
fore, nothing can form a part which has not reasonable 
evidence of its being the word of God. 
And if Holy Scripture is thus the sole infallible amI 
authoritative rule of fh.it II, it follows, of course, that it is 
to its decision alone that we must appeal, as of absolute 
authority amI infallible in controversies concerning the 
faith; and hence it is justly caBed the sole infhlliblejudge 
of controversies of fnitll. 
'Ve say, also, that IIoly Scripture is the sole infi\llihle 
rule of faith tv every individual; hecause, npon tllC vcr)' 
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s,ane grounds upon which our opponents admit the right 
aud duty of private judgment in determining between the 
various forms of religion existing in the world, do we con- 
tenù for the right and ùuty of private judgment in deter- 
mining between the various meanings affixed by nominal 
Christians to the word of God contained in the Holy Scrip- 
tures. "'Yithout private judgment," says 1\lr. N ewmau, 
" there is no responsibility;" and to what inùividual or 
community among Christians, I "yould ask, can my re- 
sponsibility to God as an indiviùual, with what all grant 
to be his word in my hanùs, be transferred? Is there 
an)'thing besides Scripture that has power over the con- 
sciences of individuals ? 
N or does the case of an altogether illiterate person 
overthrow the truth of this as a general rule; ,vhich our 
opponents may perhaps see, by asking themselves what 
they would do in the case of an illiterate 1\Iohammedan? 
",r ould they say, You must give up your religion and re- 
ceive ours, because we are certainly right; but we cannot 
allow you, as a very illiterate man, to exercise your juùg- 
ment upon the matter? He might at once reply, I have 
been told by those who, for aught I know, may be as 
good judges as you, that my religion is right; and, there- 
fore, notwithstanding my disadvantages, I must make the 
best use I can of my private juùgment, and pray to God 
to direct me llrigltt; for as there is so much difference of 
opinion upon this matter, I cannot follow one guide 
blillùfolù, any more than the other. And this hoMs 
equally for a choice between the ùifferent meanings given 
to Scripture, as for a choice between the different reli- 
gions existing in the world. 
And this aùmission of tlJe right of private juùgment, 
be it observed, does not prevent any Church from excom- 
municating one who, in the view of that Church, errs 
obstinately in the fllnùamentals of the faith. They who 
e1.communicate, anù he who adheres to his error, both act 
on their own responsibility, neither pretending to infalli- 
bility, either through the possession of patristical tl'adi- 
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tion, or in any other way; but appealing primarily to the 
Scriptures, and through them to the great Head of the 
Church, as the.J udge; an appeal which can only be de- 
cided at a future day. .And when the Church becomes 
split into various parties of different sentiments, it mllst 
be left to the judgment of every individual to determine, 
as well as lle can, as to their tenets and rival pretensions; 
a judgment which must be grounded upon the word of 
God in the Scriptures, as the only divine informant; 
though in forming it, he may derive much help from the 
records of the Christian Church during the whole of its 
past course, particularly in the earlier period of it; while 
he takes care to remember the uncertainties and imper- 
fections attending all informants but Scripture. 
" If," says Dean Sherlock, "you ask whose judgment 
ought to take place, the judgrr.ent of the Church, or of 
every private Christian? I answer, The judgment of the 
Church of necessity must take place as to external go- 
vernment, to determine what shall be profes5ed and prac- 
tised in her communion; and no private Christian has 
anything to do in these matters. But when the question 
is, 'Vhat is right or wrong, true or false, in what we may 
obey, and in what not, here every pri
.ate Christian who 
will not believe without understanding, nor follow his 
guides blindfold, must judge for himself; and it is as much 
as his soul is worth to judge right." 1 
\Ve do not, then, be it observed, rest this truth upon 
any supposed necessity that God must have communicated 
his will to mankind, throu g h the medium of writino-. or 
t:)' 
that the Scriptures mU::it, of necessity, contain this or that. 
Such reasoning appears presumptuous and unfounùed. 
"retake things as "e find them, and reason accordingly. 
I t is 110t for us to determine what it was neces!o.ary for 
God to do, or what he Illight do, and suppose it done, but 
to use the reason which God has given us, in ascertaining 
what he has done; and we thus finù that there is reason- 


I Discourse concerning a Judge of Controversi,-'s, pp. 11, } 2. 
VOL. I. :\f M 
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able evidence that Scripture is his 'V ord; and that there 
is no sufficient evidence for anything else being such. 
If, then, the arguments given in the chapter on patris- 
tical tradition are a sufficient proof that such tradition 
cannot be considered an unwritten 'V ord of God, and is 
thus not a sufficient foundation for faith to rest upon, the 
truth which we here advocate is by that admission (as far 
as our present su
ject is concerned) established. 
And it follows from hence, 
First, That the doctrines contained in Scripture, have 
an authoritative claim upon our faith, only as far as they 
are there revealed; and 
Secondly, That no doctrine has any authoritative claim 
upon our faith, that is not revealed in Scripture. 
These two corollaries we shall notice more particularly 
in our next chapter. 
And in the same way it follows that Scripture, being 
our sole divine informant, is also our sole divinely-re- 
vealed rule of practice. 


But the truth, for which we here contend, does not rest 
on the arguments we have already adduced, as its sole 
foundation; and we shall now proceed to offer to the 
reader some further considerations respecting it. 
I. On its true nature and extent. 
II. The additional arguments by which it may be sup- 
ported, with a reply to the objections by which it is as- 
sail ed . 
'Ve shall first argue the question as to Scripture being 
the sole divine rule of faith and pract"ice, and then show 
that it is in like manner the sole infallible judge of contro- 
versies in religion. Our remarks will more particularly 
refer to matters of faith, except where stated; these points 
forming the most important part of the inquiry. 
I. First, then, as to the true nature and extent of this 
truth, that Scripture is the sole divine rule of faith and 
practice. 
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'Ve premise some remarks on this head, in order to 
guard against those misconceptions, and, I may add, mis- 
representations of our views, which are 80 frequently to 
be met with. 
Let it be observed, then, first, that it is not affirmed 
by us that we have, in the Holy Scriptures, everything 
that our Lord and his Apostles uttered; nor that what 
the Apostles delivered in writing, was of greater autho- 
rity than what they delivered orally. It is undeniable 
that we have not all that they delivered. St. Paul, in his 
Second EpistIe to the Thessalonians, appears to allude to 
information which he had given them oralJy, and which 
he does not state in his writings. (2 Thess. ii. 5,6.) It is 
likely that this might bave bæn the case in some minor 
points. Nay, it is possible that the Apostles may have 
given to some of their converts, on some occasion, a more 
full and luminous exposition of this or that doctrine, than 
what we find in Scripture. I will even add tbat it is pos- 
sible that as there has been a succession of God's people 
from the beginning, so the substance, or at least a portion 
of such additional matter, may have been propagated 
from one to another, and have thus come to the children 
of God of our own day, commended to the spiritual mind 
by its own light; but, as far as regards any direct proof, 
or external evidence, of its Aposto1ical origin, utterly des- 
titute of any such claim upon us; though I should rather, 
with Theodoret,l attribute any similarity of sentiment 
that has prevailed among the children of God on such 
points, to their having all been partakers of the influ- 
ences of the same Spirit. 
But this we do affirm, that having- four different ac- 
counts of " the Gospel of Jesus Christ," the last written 
for the very purpose of making the account complete.2 
and above twenty Epistles written by tIle Apostles to ex- 
plain it still further, to say that anything at all important 
is omitte<l, is to cast a/ouilibel upon that IIoly Spirit by 
I See extracts from Theodoret, ch. 10. helow. 

 See EU
eb. Hist. Eccl. iii. 24. 


'f 
I 2 
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which the Apostles were guided. 'Ve want no Fat11ers 
to tell us this; notwithstanùing that :l\Ir. Newman cannot 
even believe that Scripture notices even the fundamentals 
of the faith, but on the authority of the Fathers. 1 
And we add, that as there is nothing else entitled to be 
considered a divine informant, so there is nothing else 
that has authority to bind the conscience to a belief of 
what it delivers. 
Holy Scripture, therefore, is to us the perfect or com- 
plete rule of faith. 
'Ve speak not of any abstract perfection, such that 
nothing could be added to it that would throw additional 
light upon the doctrines of religion; for indeed it would 
not become us to attempt to pass any such judgment upon 
any revelation it might please God to afford us. But it 
is perfect in the sense of entireness. And of this sort of 
perfection only are we qualified to judge, 
In determining, therefore, whether Scripture is such a 
rule, we are not at all concerned with the inquiry whether 
this or that doctrine is contained there, nor even whether 
the truths there delivered are revealed plainly or ob- 
scurely; for neither of t11ese affect the solution of the 
question, which depends upon this, viz., whether Scrip- 
ture is or is not our only divine informant. The perfec- 
tion of the rule to 'Us, follows from the fact that there is 
no other, nothing else that is entitled to the character of 
a divine and infalliLle rule; and by this, therefore, wltat- 
ever it may be, we rnust he guided. 'Ve say not, that it 
embraces everything which Goù might have revealed, nor 
even all which the Apostles did actually deliver, hut that 
it incluùes all which we can know to be of divine revela- 
tion. 
N or let our opponents object that it cannot be supposed 
tbat any, the least portion of what the Apostles delivered, 
coulù be alloweù to perish from the remembrance of the 
Church; for the reply is obvious,..and one that is not at 
all flattering to their favourite hypothesis of the fidelity 
I Leet. pp. 339, 40. 
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of church-tradition; namely, that such things have un- 
questionably perished. For instance, where is the church- 
tradition from which we can learn what it was that with- 
held the appearance of " the wicked one 1" (2 Thess. ii. 
5, 6.) 'Vhere is the tradition which delivers to us those 
things to which St. John alludes at the end of his Go
pel ? 
And this remark is a complete answer to the objection 
often maùe by the Romanists to Protestant views, namely, 
that we have a different rule of fi:1Ìth to the earliest 
Christians, because theirs included more than what is 
delivered in the 
criptures; for this is equally true of the 
Popish Rule, the Romanists themselves not pretending 
to know some things which we are assured from Scripture 
were delivered by the Apostles to their converts. 
"e do not deny, then, that there may be some par- 
ticles of the gold of the sanctuary in the records of Chris- 
tian antiquity. And we subject those recorùs to the test 
of Scripture, reason, and conscience, that we may, if pos- 
sible, extract them. 
-\nd we look to the aid of the 
Divine Spirit to help us in Our inquiries. 'Vhile cer- 
tainly it is our belief that such a process would show that 
the golù bears very, very little proportion to the dross; 
and that to the great majority, such a search would be as 
unprofitable as laborious. There is danger, indeed, in the 
search to all; for the same feelings amI prej udices which 
originally caused the dross to accumulate, are still alive 
to operate in its favour, and make men often prefer it to 
the }Jure gold. 
Here, then, is the great difference between us and our 
opponents, that we allow men to judge of that which 
comes to them by what is calleù church-tradition, by the 
light of Scripture, reason, and conscience, and do not 
allow it to assume the character of an unwritten \V ord of 
God, and so to binù the conscience to belief in whatever 
it may deliver. Our opponents will not allow us to judge 
of it, but only to be judged by it, and submit to it as a 
divine testimony. 
Secondly, it is not affirmcd that those doctrincs ouly are 
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to be rcceÍ\ ed that are laid down in express terms in Scrip- 
ture, but that those are to be received that are eitlter de- 
livered there in express terms, or deducible by necessary 
consequence apparent to reason from its statements. 
For instance, it is nowhere stated in express terms in 
Scripture that the Holy Spirit is God, but the doctrine of 
his divinity follows by necessary consequence apparent to 
reason from the statements of Scripture. The same may 
be said of the doctrine of the con substantiality of the Son 
with the Father. 
Thirdly, the grievous misrepresentations of Romanists 
and Oxford rfract writers compel us to add what might 
otherwise have been thought to be unnecessary, viz. that 
when we speak of Scripture as the sole authoritative rule 
of faith to every individual, we are as far as themselves 
from "seeming to allow," or being" in the way to allow" 
" tbat that is truth to each which each thinks to be truth, 
provided he sincerely and really thinks it, that the di- 
vinity of the Bible itself is the only thing that needs to 
be believed, and that its meaning varies with the indi- 
vidualR who receive it ;" 1 or, again, from being desirous 
of "depriving" men of " all external means except the 
text of Holy Scripture," 2 or thinking that" to inquire 
about the early church, the consent of Fathers, &c. . . . 
or to make the primitive writers a comment upon the in- 
spired text, are but melancholy and pernicious follies," 3 or 
of" chiefly employing ourselves in assailing the Christian 
Fathers." 4 All these are representations which ulti- 
mately only recoil upon their authors, showing most for- 
cibly the inherent weakness of their cause, when they are 
compelled to attempt to make the reader believe that the 
theory of the great body of their opponents is something 
very different to the reality, and will strongly remind 
those who know anything of the controversial writings of 
the Reformation of the Popish artifices of that period. 
The cause of all this misrepresentation is simply this, that 
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we affirm that Scripture is our only divine informant, 
and therefore of course esteem Scripture as much above 
everything else as that which is divine is above that 
which is human. But we do not reject as valueless, but 
on the contrary attach considerable value to, Hle writings 
of God's saints who lived in former times, knowing that, 
among much of all kinds, we may meet with much in 
which we may trace the footsteps of that Divine Spirit, 
whose gifts are bestowed at his pleasure for the edification 
of the Church, and we look up to Him who is promised 
as the Teacher of all the children of God, to enable us to 
separate the precious from the vile, receiving all as 
coming from the mouth of fallible witnesses. 
And, lastly, in reply to every question as to what we 
mean by saying that Scripture is such a rule of faith to 
every individual, we mean that it is so to every individual 
who is conscious of the existence of the Scriptures and 
able to become acquainted with them, and is of an age 
and a state of mind to be responsible to God for believing 
w hat God has revealed. Every such person is bound by 
his duty to God to ascertain, as far as he is able, that what 
he may have been previously taught by man is accordant 
with that which God has there revealed; and if there ap- 
pears to him to be any discordance between the two, to 
believe God's own words rather than those of men, seeing 
that he is responsible not to man but to God. Any argu- 
ments, therefore, derived from the absurdity of placing 
tlle Bible in the hands of a child for him to draw out a sys- 
tem of truth from it, or from the case of those who may 
be prevented by peculiar circumstances from consulting or 
unùerstanding the Scriptures, fall quite wide of the mark. 
Such arguments evidently prove nothing, because it is 
clearly quite a pussible case, at any rate, that God should 
have maùe the Scriptures such a rule, and our only divine 
informant, and we C'annot argue from our supposed con- 
sequences of such a state of things that God has not done 
so. Nor is there any reason why we shonlù suppose that 
the statements of either the Fathers, the Church, or 
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the Pope, are an infal1ible rule of faith, or any part of it, 
because children and clowns may need guidance to point 
out the true faith in Scripture. The disadvantages under 
which some may labour in this respect, can be no proof 
that t.r:adition is to be depended upon, or that Scripture is 
obscure. You will have to teach a child or a clown by 
more or less of explanativn that things that are equal to 
the same are equal to one another, while I suppose no 
man will deny tbat if this proposition was in the Bible as 
a point of faith, the Bible could not be accused of obscu- 
rity or be said to want tradition to interpret its meaning, 
and be taxed with imperfection as a rule of faith in this 
point. A Newton may want assistance as a child to en- 
able him to understand the most simple propositions, but 
it follows not that he is to be dictated to in mature age 
by one who taught him the alphabet. 
Such objections are most vain and foolish. They do 
not toue-h the point at issue. 
I now proceed, then, to point out 
II. The additional arguments by which the view here 
taken may be established, ,vith a reply to the objections 
by which it is assailed. And 
(1) Let us observe the arguments and objections de- 
rived fi'om Scripture itself on this point. 
N mv here I admit at once that there is no passage of 
the New Testament precisely stating that the Christian 
rule of faith is limited to the Scriptures of the Old and 
New Testament; and for the best of all reasons, viz. that 
such a statement would, at that time, (i. e. during the publi- 
cation of the books of the New Testament,) have been utterly 
inapplicable to the circumstances of the infimtChurch and 
untrue. For a little time there were no Scriptures of the 
New Testament, and the Scriptures which we possess were 
gradually written, and did not at once find thcir way into 
the whole Christian Church, and no one ever dreamed 
that the oral instructions of the Apostles were not to those 
who heard them as authoritative as their writings. They 
among whom tlte Scriptures were originally promulgated 
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had been themselves hearers, that is, very many of them, 
of our Lord and his Apostles, and to them the unwritten 
word was as authoritative as the written. Consequently 
such a statement could only have been made as a pro- 
spectÜ'e announcement, applicable only to a subsequent 
period of the Churcb. \Vas it, tben, to be expected, was 
it, indeed, possible, that the Apostles should precisely fix 
the period at which, or the persons to whom, their writings 
would be thp. sole infalIilJle rule of faith, when with the 
earliest Christians it would evidently depend very much 
upon situation and circumstances how far this was the 
case ? 
But though we have not, and were not likely to have, 
such an announcement in Scripture, we have there what 
may answer as well, the determination of a parallel case, 
viz that of the Jews at the time of our Lord's incarna- 
tion. 'Ve learn clearly froUl Scripture, that the Canon 
of the Old Testament was to them at that time (the 
divine voice being no longer heard among them) the sole 
rule of faith; and that the traditions of the Fathers, not- 
withstanding their pretended divine origin, were not 
worthy of being considered the \V ord of God. 
That the Scriptures of the Old Testament were to the 
Jews of that period the sole authoritative rule of faith, 
we have, I conceive, very sufficient testimony in Scrip- 
ture. In the parable of the rich man and Lazarus, 
our Lord lJÌmself evidently refers to them as bearing 
that character, when he makes AbraRam reply to the 
rich Ulan Leg
ing for some messenger to be sent to in- 

trl1ct his brethren on earth; "They have 
Ioses and 
the prophets, let them hear them." (Luke xvi. 29.) 
And still more clearly, in his reply to the lawyer whu 
asked him, " l\Iaster, what shall I do to inherit eternal 
life?" " lIe said unto him, "That is written in the law? 
lIow read est thou?" (Luke x. 25, 6.) 
\nù 80 in the 
scene of temptation in tJIP. wilderne!"s, he meets the temp- 
ter at every turn with the written word as his guide aud 
nIle. (lUatt. i v. 1-] 0.) Further; to them and to them 
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alone our Lord constantly appealed, in proof of the truth 
of his doctrine, as the rule of judgment. "Search the 
Scriptures." (John v. 39.) "Ye do err, not knowing the 
Scriptures." C\iatt. xxii. 29.) And so far from appealing 
to or even recognizing any" tradition," he (as we have 
seen) only mentions traditions in the way of rebuke. 
See l\Iark vii. 1-13, where" the commandment of God" 
and "the word of God" are identified with Scripture, 
and put in opposition to the " traditions" of the Phari- 
sees, which are called without distinction" the command- 
ments of men." N ow the authority claimed for these 
" traditions" stood upon a foundation precisely similar to 
that upon which the supposed authority of the " tradi- 
tions" of the Christian Ch urch rests. The one were said 
to have been handed down from the oral teaching of 
l\Ioses, through the "elders," or, as we should ay, 
Fathers. The other from the oral teaching of the Apos.- 
tles, by a similar mode of conveyance. 
1\Ioreover, it is evident from the whole of our Lord's 
teaching, that in his references to Scripture he appealed 
to the conscience of individuals as the interpreter of 
Scripture, and willed them to judge of the meaning of 
Scripture, not by " tradition," or any other pretended 
authority, but by their own reason and conscience. And 
they alone who did so could receive him, for tradition and 
the Church, in our opponents' sense of the words, were 
against him; and they who followed these guides, stifled 
inquiry with the observation, " Have any of the rulers 
or Pharisees believed on him 1 " The doctrine of those 
who adopted tbese guides, was precisely that of our oppo- 
nents; and notwithstanding the warnings of reason and 
conscience, they waited till the authorities of the Church, 
the keepers of Scripture and witnesses of tradition, should 
declare in his favour, and spoke of those who exercised the 
right ofpriyatejudgment exactly as our opponents do now. 
Still further, the Apostles refer to the Scriptures of the 
Old Testament so as evidently to show that they recog- 
nized them as bearing this character. Observe the con- 
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stant references made to them by St. Paul as the rule of 
faith. "'Vhat saith the Scripture?" (Rom. iv. 3., xi. 2.; 
Gal. iv. 30.) And when he argued with the Jews, he 
" reasoned with them out of the Scriptures." (Acts xvii. 2.) 
And when pleading his cause before Felix, he gives this 
summary of his creed, that he " believed all things which 
are written in the Law and in the Prophets." (Acts xxiv. 
14.) And the Bereans are praised by St. Luke for re- 
ferring to the Scriptures of the Old Testament as their 
rule of judgment, by which to try the preaching of St. 
Paul. (Acts xvii. 11.) 
Lastly, as a full and irrefragable testimony to this 
truth, let us mark what St. Paul says to Timothy on this 
subject. "Continue thou in the things which thou hast 
learned, and hast been assured of, knowing of whom 
thou hast learned them, and that from a child thou hast 
known the holy Scriptures, which are able to make thee 
wise unto salvation through faith which is in Christ 
Jesus. All Scripture is gi yen by inspiration of God, and 
is profitable for doctrine, for reproof, for correction, for 
instruction in righteousness, that the man of God may 
be perfect, throughly furnished unto all good works." 
(2 Tim. iii. 14-1f).) 
'Ve thus find, then, t.hat though there is no direct 
testimony in the Old Testament to its perfection as 
the sole infallible rule of faith to the Jews in the time 
of our Lord, such assuredly it was, and that for the 
same reason that the Scriptures of the Old and New 
Testament are to us, namely, that through the un- 
certainty of tradition there was nothing else which had 
any sufficient evidence of its being the word of God. For 
it might have been said then of the Old Testament, as it 
is now of the New, 'Vhat is here written is not all that 
:àloses anù the prophets ùelivereù, anù therefore if we 
refuse to receive the traditions of the elders, we shall be 
rejecting part of what God has revealed, and making to 
onrselves a ùiffcrent rule of faith to what ollr forefathers 
had. But that the objection \\ as worthless, is clear from 
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the declarations of our Lord and his Apostles we have 
just quoted. 
As, then, in the time of our Lord, the Canon of the 
Old Testament was the sole rule of faith to the Jews, not- 
withstanding that those who haù been contemporary 
with t.he authors of the Old Testament Scriptures might 
have heard frolll them some other things of minor im- 
portance, which therefore entered into tlteir rule of faith 
as derived from the same source with the Scriptures, so 
to us the Canon of Holy Scripture is the sole rule of 
faith, notwithstanding that those who were contemporary 
with the Apostles might have received from them some 
statements of minor importance, which came to them 
with equal authority as the Scriptures. 
And if it is the sole rule of faith, it foHows that it is 
the sole divine rule of practice, the rule of fh,ith being co- 
extensive with divine revelation. 
Further, it is to be considered that the Gospel was not 
a revelation altogether new, being, in all its great features 
at least, only a development of the tyres and prophecies 
of the Old Testament, where the language of the inspired 
writers of the N ew 
restament leads us to recognize a 
very full adumbration of its whole doctrine. Thus St. 
Paul describes himself to Felix as believing all things 
written in the law and the prophets, with a manifest 
reference to his Christian faith, (Acts xxiv. l-!.) and 
w hen arguing with the Jews, he reasoned with them 
out of those Scriptures, (Acts xvii. "2,) and says, that the 
revelation of the mystery of God in the Gospel is " by the 
Scriptures of the prophets, according to the cOlllmandment 
of the everlasting God, lIlade known to all nations for the 
oLedience of faith." (Rom. xvi. 26.) 1 And the Bereans 


1 It is supposeù by \Vhitby, that the Scriptures of the Prophets here men- 
tioned are the Scriptures of the Prophets of the New Testament. and he re- 
fers to Eph. iii. 6. in corroboration of this interpretation, where it is said that 
the mystery of the gospel was " not in other ages made known unto the sons 
of men as it is now revealed unto the holy apostles and prophets by the Spi- 
rit," where evidently the prophets mentioned are those of the New Tcsta- 
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are praised by St. Luke for þldging the doctrines preached 
by the Apostle Paul by the Scriptures of the Old Testa. 
mente (Acts xvii. II.) 
Consequently, we have, even in the Old Testament, an 
adumbratory representation of all the great truths of the 
Gospel. Are we, then, to suppose, that when besides this 
we have four different accounts of the doctrines and pre- 
cepts which our Lord delivered while on earth, and above 
twenty epistles by the Apostles to different churches, 
that we must still go beyond the Scriptures to find any 
important truth? 
Be it observed, also, from the passage we have just 
quoted fl'om 81. Paul's 2d Epistle to Timothy, how per- 
fect the Canon of the Old Testament was considered to 
be as a rule both of faith and practice, even 8ufficient to 
r
nder the man of God perfect, and throughly to furnish 
him to all good works. Is not, then, the Canon of the 
New Testament sufficient to supply such information 
respecting the religion adumbrated in the Old Testament, 
as to render tlte two Testaments together as sufficient to us 
as the Old was to Timothy? 
But to all such considerations our opponents seem to 
think that they have a ready answer, for they say that 
Scripture itself is in favour of their doctrine of tradition. 
I shall now, then, proceed to consiJer the passages ad- 
duced by them in proof of this assertion, and show 
how utterly destitute of foundation is the argument so 
raised. 
This argument is insi8ted upon more particularly by 
l\fr. KeLle, whose sermon is written, inJeed, for the pur- 
pose of enforcing it. I neeù hardly say that the texts he 


mente But I confess, though the interpretation is possible, and would afford 
strong evidence in favour of the view for which we are here contending, I can- 
not bring myself to think that such was the meaning of the Ap08tle, but that 
he rather had in \iew the prophetical Scriptures of the Olù Testament, which 
formed the groundwork as it were of the preaching of the Apostles anù first 
teachers of Christianit;y, as we see illustrateù hoth in the Apostolical Scrip_ 
tures anù the Epistle of ClemLDt. 
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has chosen in support of it are precisely those which Bel- 
larmine 1 and the Romanists adduce for the same pur- 
pose; and it is somewhat strange, that the arguments by 
which the applicability of these texts to such a purpose 
has been over and over again disproved by some of the 
most able divines of our church, are entirely unnoticed, 
and the statements of Rome, even to the petitio principii 
upon which they are almost all founded, repeated almost 
'lJerbatim. 
The passages chiefly insisted upon are of course those 
in the Epistles to Timothy. "That good thing which 
was committed unto thee (Tl]V "a
fJv 7rapuKuTaf)'l K 1J v ), keep 
by the Holy Ghost which dwelleth in us." (2 Tim. i. 14.) 
"The things that thou hast heard of me among many 
witnesses, the same commit thou to faithful men who 
shall be able to teach others also." (2 Tim. ii. 2.) "0 
Timothy, keep that which is committed to thy trust." 
(1 Tim. vi. 20.) 2 
The first of these passages forms l\Ir. Keble's text, and 
the first thing he endeavours to prove is, that " the good 
thing left in Timothy's charge" "was the treasure of 
Apostolical doctrines and church rules: the rules and doc- 
trines which made up the charter of Christ's kingdom." 
(p.20.) Now that it comprised the fundamentals of the 
faith is at once granted, but as to its being" the treasure 
of Apostolical doctrines and church rules," in the sense 
in which 1\1r. Keble has afterwards eXplained these 
words, viz. that it "contained, besides the substance of 
Christian doctrine, a certain form, arrangement, selection, 
methodizing the whole, and distinguishing fundamentals, 
and also a certain system of church practice, both in govern- 
ment, discipline, and w07"ship;" and was " something so 
wholly sufficient, so unexceptionably accurate, as to require 
nothing but fidelity in its transmitters," (p. 21,) such a 
notion is a pure fiction of the imagination, utterly unsup- 


1 De Verb. D. Jib. iv. c. 5. 
2 See Keble'8 Scrm. pp. 5, 22, and ,I!). 
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ported by Scripture, or by the Fathers, who speak of this 
deposit (as 
Ir. Keble himself admits) as meaning " the 
truths committed by St. Paul to Timothy;" " the deposit 
of the faith," (Jerome) "the Catholic faith" (Vinc. Lir.)! 
And this seems clearly to follow from tbe context of these 
passages. For in the first the " deposit" is mentioned 
immediately after the Apostle had exhorted Timothy, 
" hold fast the form of [those] sound words which thou 
hast heard of me;" and the last with the context runs 
thus, " Keep that which is committed to thy trust, avoid- 
ing profane and vain babblings and oppositions of sciencE' 
falsely so called; which some professing have erred con- 
cerning the faith." 
'Vhen, therefore, 1\11'. Keble says, " Upon the whole we 
may assume, with some confidence, that the good tJ1Ïng 
left in Timothy's charge" was what we have above quoted 
from him, he is doing what we have but too often to 
lament in this controversy, "assuming with some confi- 
dence" what he has not the slightest right to assume at 
all, and what both Scripture and Fathers are opposed to; 
and this interpretation, so" assumed with some confidence" 
and no reason, serves him aftenvards in great stead. 
For as it is evident that we have not in Scripture such an 
" arrangement, selection, methodizing the whole 1 and dis- 
tinguishing fundamentals, and also a certain system of 
cllUrch practice, both in government, discipline, and 
worship," it enables him to jump to the cç,mclusion, that 
Timothy's deposit embraced much more than we have in 
Scripture, when, judging both from Scripture and the 
language of the Fathers, tbe probability is that it con- 
tained much less. And as Timothy was exhorted to keep 
it safely, so tbe more 1\[r. Keble can make it include, the 
more imperfect will Scripture appear to be, and the more 
important that patristical tradition which professes to 
hand this deposit down to us. Ând the great reason why 
1\lr. Keble wants it is, that, like llellarllline, he separates 


, Serm. pp. ] 8, ] 9. 
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the sense of Scripture from Scripture, aßllmakes Scrip- 
ture and its meaning t\\ 0 differeut thing
, as if Scrip- 
ture -was so obscure that it could not be understood with- 
out patristical tradition. 
As to the precise amount, however, which it contained, 
we can safely allow 1\11'. Keble's imagination (which in 
other subjects we highly value) to have sOllie little scope, 
and will willingly give him the fundamentals both of 
faith and worship, if only he will allow us to make use of 
our reason to consider how far patristical tradition is 
either wanted or to be trusted for conveying to us this 
"deposit." But all the speciousness of 1\11'. Keble's ar- 
guments, from these and similar passages of Scripture, is 
derived from his assuming the very point in question, 
i. e. the trustworthiness of patristical tradition, for all his 
arguments amount merely to this, that because the 
A postles told their converts to recollect and act accord- 
ing to all which they had delivered to them by word as 
well as writing, therefore we are to believe and act ac- 
cording to all that a few Fathers of the Church have 
reported to us as derived from their oral teaching, or 
even as the doctrine of the Church in their time, because 
such doctrine must be considered the doctrine of the 
Apostles. In a word, because the Church, in the Apo- 
stolic age, received as divinely-inspired the oral instruc- 
tions of the Apostles; therefore we are to receive the 
patristical tradition of those traditions as an infallible 
and divine iñformant. "The holy writings themselves 
intimate," says 1\11'. Keble, " that the persons to whom 
they were addressed were in possession of a body of truth 
and duty totally distinct fi.om themselves, and indepen- 
dent of them." (pp. 21, 2.) Of course they were, for the 
simple reason, that the Apostles preached and formed a 
church before they wrote. But what then? "Timothy, 
for instance," he adds, " a few verses after the text, is 
enjoined to take measures for the transmission, not of 
Holy Scripture, but of the things which he had heard of 
St. Paul, among many witne
ses:' lIow, let me ask, 
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could he transmit what in all probability he had not? 
And when, in a subsequent page, he intimates that 
because Timothy was exhorted to " keep that committeù 
to his charge;' we are thereby warned to keep what 
patristical tradition has dcli,'ered to us,! he is unworthily 
assuming the very point in question. 
There is one point, however, ill which I fully agree 
with him; anù that is where, after several pages of proof, 
he " ventures to assume," "froID the nature of the case, 
the incidental testimony of Scripture, and the direct asser- 
tions of the Fathers," that it was "an unwritten system" 
which St. Paul spoke of, when he "so earnestly recom- 
mended the deposit ;"2 for nothing can be lllore certain 
than that the Gospel, before it was written, was un- 
written; and, as 1tlr. Keble himself tells us, "the time 
spoken of was not the time when St. Paul was writing, but 
when Timothy received ltis clwrge." 3 
To sum up all, then, in one word, what 1\11'. Keble and 
the Romanists have got to prove, before they can in any 
way avail themselves of these passages, is, (l) that Ti- 
mothy's deposit embraced something of importance not 
in Scripture; and (2) that patristical tradition is an infal- 
lible informant as to what thht deposit was; which are 
precisely the two points" assumed with some confidence," 
with scarcely an attenlpt at a proof. 
Before, however, 
Ir. Keùle attelUpt:s to prove the 
former of these two points, let me commend to his con- 
sideration the following passage of Tertullian, showing 
ltis opinion on the matter. 
These passages, it seems, were quoted by some heretics 
in Tertullian's time, to prove tlteir trllditions,-and they 
inferred from them, that there were some things which 
were committed ùy the Apostles to a few only of their 
more trustworthy converts, and not preached openly to 
all ; and that such was the deposit conllnitted to Timothy, 
spoken of in these passages. But, says Tertullian, "'V hat 
1 See p. 49. 2 See p. 31. 
3 pp. 115,16. 
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is this secret deposit, that it should be reckoned as a dif- 
ferent doctrine? Was it of that charge, of which he says, 
'This charge I commit unto thee, son Timothy: [1 Tim. 
i. 18.J Likewise of that commandment, of which he says, 
, I charge thee in the sight of God, who quickeneth all 
tlling-s, and before Christ Jesus, who before Pontius Pilate 
witnessed a good confession, that thou keep this com- 
mandment.' [1 Tim. vi. ] 3.J But what commandment and 
what clwrge ? IT WILL BE KNOWN FROM THE CONTEXT. . . 
N either, moreover, because he admonishes him to 
, commit these things to faithful men, who should be able 
to teach others also,' [2 Tim. ii. 2.J is that to be inter- 
preted as a proof of any hidden gospel? for when he says 
'these things,' he speaks of THOSE THINGS, OF WHICH HE 
WAS THEN WRITING; but of hidden things he would have 
said, as of things absent, in the remembrance of Timothy, 
not' these things,' but' those things.' "1 
This passage of TertuHian, then, will, I hope, somewhat 
shake l\fr. Keble's "confidence" in his own interpretation 
of the text in question. 
Another of the passages brought by our opponent.s 2 in 
support of their views, is that in 2 Thess. ii. 15. "There- 
fore, brethren, stand fast and hold the traditions which ye 
have been taught, whether by word or our epistle:' And 
I will venture to say that, beyond the occurrence of the 
'word "traditions" in it, there is not a pretext for so ap- 
plying it. The Epistles to the Thessalonians, we must 
observe, were, with the exception possibly of St. 1\Iat- 


I Quod hoc depositum est taciturn, ut alteri doctrinæ deputetur? An il1ius 
denuntiationis, de qua ait, Hanc denuntiationem commendo apud tc, fili 
Timothee. Item illius præcepti, de quo ait. Denuntio tibi ante Deum qui 
vivificat omnia, et J esum Christum qui testatu8 est sub Pontio Pilato bonam 
confessionem, custodias præceptum. Quod hoc præceptum et quæ denun- 
tiatio? Ex supra et infra scriptis inteIIigetur. . . . Sed nec quia voluit ilIum 
hæc fidelibus hominibus demandare, qui idonei sint et alios docere, id quoque 
ad argumentum occulti alicujus Evangelii interpretandum est. N am cum 
dicit, hæc, de cis dicit de quibus in præsenti scribebat: de occultis autem, ut 
de absentibus apud conscientiam non hæc sed ilIa dixissct. De Præscr. c. 25. 
Ed. Prior. lG64. 
2 See Kehle's Serm. p. 22. 
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t}Jew's Gospel, the first written of all the books of the 
New Testament. And St. l\-Iatthew's Gospel was written 
more especially, in the first instance, for the use of the 
Jewish converts. Consequently the Thessalonians had, 
at the time when these Epistles were addressed to them, 
no other books of the New Testament. And of this l\Ir. 
Keble is fully conscious; for he says, when mentioning 
this text, " They could not be exhorted to hold the Chris- 
tian Scriptures, since at that time, in aU probability, no 
Christian Scriptures yet existed, except perhaps St. l\Iat- 
thew's GospeL" (p.22.) 1\Iuch, therefore, at least, that 
we learn from tbe Scriptures, must have been communi- 
cated orally to the Thessalonians by tlJe Apostle; as, for 
instance, tbe ordinances of baptism and the Lord's Supper. 
They had no Scriptures professing to give them an ac- 
count of our Lord's Gospel. And these were traditions 
which they had themselves received from the mouth of 
the Apostle himself. And who denies that the oral teach- 
ing of the Apostles was of equal authority with their 
writings? So that the argument from this passage runs 
thus,-Because the Thessalonians, when destitute of the 
Scriptures, were exhorted by the Apostle to ohserve all 
things that he had himself delivered to them, either orally 
or by letter, therefore we, possessing the Scriptures, are to 
conclude that there are important points of Apostolical 
teaching not delivered to us anywhere in all the various 
books of the New Testament, and are bound to receive 
patristical tradition as an infallible iuformant on such 
points. Now the chief question at issue is, whether we 
have that oral teaching, in any ðhape in which we can 
depend upon it, in, the writings of the Fathers. And yet, 
in a subsequent page (p. 47), l\Ir. Keùle a})plies this pas- 
sage to the present day, as coolIy and unhesitatingly as if 
we were precisely in the situation of the Thessalonians, 
and had been ourselves hearers of the Apostles, and re- 
ceived from them instructions not contained in 
cripture. 
To make this passage at all suitable to their purpose, 
they must show that there was something important in 
N N 2 
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the oral teaching of the Apostles, which is not to be found 
in all the books of the New Testament; a ÌlOtion, against 
which we can array the whole body of the Fathers; (of 
which it is apparent, from 
Ir. Newman's thirteenth Lec- 
ture, that our opponents are fully conscious; although 
they attempt to get over the difficulty, by asserting that, 
though aU things essential are there, yet they are there so 
latently, that we cannot find them, until patristical tradi- 
tion has pointed them out;) or at least they must prove 
tbat the patristical tradition we possess of the oral tradi- 
tions of the Apostles, is an informant sufficiently certain 
to bind the conscience to belief. 
The same answer will suffice for a similar passage in a 
subsequent part of tIle Epistle, viz., 2 Thess. iii. 6. 
1\11'. Keble proceeds to cite two other passages in sup- 
port of his view. 
" Much later," he says, "we find St. Peter declaring 
to the whole body of Oriental Christians, that in neither 
of his Epistles did he profess to reveal to them any new 
truth or duty, but to 'stir up their minds, by way of re- 
meul brance of the commandment of the Apostles of the 
Lord and Saviour.' (2 Pet. iii. I.) S1. John refers be- 
lievers for a standard of doctrine, to the word which they 
had beard from the beginning, (l John ii. 24.) and inti- 
mates that it was tmfficient for their Christian COlllmu- 
nion, if that wo]'(1 aLode in them. If tlle word, the com- 
mandment, the tradition, which the latest of these holy 
writers severaUy cOlllmend in these and similar passages, 
meant only or chiefly the Scriptures before written, would 
there not appear a more significant mention of those 
crip- 
hIres; something nearer the tone of our own divines, 
when they are delivering precepts on the rule of faith? 
As it is, the }Jbraseolog} of the Epistles exactly concurs 
with what we should be led to expect; that the Church 
would be already in possession of the substance of saving 
truth, in a sufficiently systematic form, by the sole teach- 
ing of the Apostles." (pp. :22, :23.) 
I have given tIle passage in full, to sho\\- the reader 
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precisely l\lr. Keble's mode of reasoning upon these 
texts; and one is almost tempted to ask, Can the writer 
be serious in making these observations, or is he sarc
sti- 
cally showing how utterly destitute of evidence is the 
cause he professes to defend. St. Peter and St. John 
(says 1\11'. Keble) refer Christians of their age to the com- 
mandments and instructions which they had received orally 
from the Apostles, and did not say to them, directly one 
or two books of Scripture had been written (which tbey 
might or might not possess), you must forget all "hich 
the Apostles told you, and be careful to believe nothing 
hut what you find written in one or two books which 
have been published by the Apostles, which you must 
get if you can; and therefore we, "ho have all the books 
of the New Testament, including four accounts of the 
gospel, w 110 have never had any instructions from the 
A postIes, and are at the distance of eighteen centuries 
from them, are to take the patristical tradition of their 
oral traditions as binding our consciences to belief. Such 
an argument, I must say, carries with it much more than 
its own refutation. 
There remain a few other passages, which are some- 
times adduced by the Romanists on this subject, which 
it may be well to notice before we pass on; but they are 
precisely similar in character to that given above from tIle 
Epistle to the Thessalonians, and need no other explana- 
tion than what has been given for that. Thus the Apos- 
tle says to the Corinthians, "I praise you brethren that 
ye remember me in aU things, and keep the ordinances 
[1rapatJoO'f:u; traditions] as I delivered them to you." (1 Cor. 
xi. 2.) \YeJI; what were these traditions? 'Yere they 
anything more than what we have in Bcripture; and if 
they did include more, where is the informant who will 
certify us of them? Resolve these two questions, and 
then proceed to apply the passage accordingly; but until 
these questions are satisfactorily resolved, the passage will 
prove no ßJOre than that the Corinthians ditl right in 
following the precepts which the Apostle had given them, 
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which nobody doubts. And we may observe that the 
Apostle has told us, in a subsequent part of the same 
chapter, what one of these traditions was, viz., the insti- 
tution of the Lord's Supper (See ver. 23 &s.), and thus we 
see that the only one of these traditions which is men- 
tioned, 'We have (as we might expect) in the Scriptures of 
the Evangelists. 
Again, the Apostle says, "If any man seem to be con- 
tentious, we have no such custom, neither the churches of 
God." (ib. vel'. ] 6.) Now, to make this observation prac- 
tically applicable to our times, we must have satisfactory 
evidence what the customs of the Church when under the 
superintendence of the Apostles were; and to make these 
customs binding upon the Church of our day, we must 
know that they were intended to be binding upon subse- 
quent ages. I suspect, therefore, that the utmost we 
shall be able to get from the passage, (and an important 
and useful admonition too, and one which it were to be 
wished had been more attended to by many,) is that the 
peace of the Church ought not to be disturbed by indivi- 
duals for the sake of their private fancies, in matters of ex- 
ternal order not involving anything unlawful; but that the 
custom of " the churclles of God" ought to be followed. 
Moreover, the Apostle, further on in the same chapter, 
says, "The rest will I set in order when I come," (v. 34.) 
so that he might have given some directions which we do 
not find in llis Epistle; and, of course, it is most con- 
veniently assumed that these unwritten directions com- 
prised a great deal of important matter respecting ordina- 
tion and the sacraments, to be met with nowhere in Scrip- 
ture, "neither," says Bellarmine, "can the heretics pro'ce 
the contrary." This closing challenge to us to prove the 
contraTY, is certainly somewhat amusing; but the learned 
controversialist should have recollected that it is a two- 
edged weapon, for we can just as well shape out St. Paul's 
" ordering" to our liking, and say that it had reference 
only to some minor points, and then add, "neither can the 
Romanists prove the contrary," and then the balance will 
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be even; nay, I think it will incline in our favour, for the 
burthen of proof does rest upon those who assert that it 
had reference to important point:5 not mentioned in any 
part of the New Testament, and a still further and 
equalJy weighty burthen of proof in behalf of the preser- 
vation of those directions. 
Last1y, St. John says, "Having many things to write 
unto you, I would not write with paper and ink; but 
I trust to come unto you and speak face to face." (2 J obn 
12, and similarly 3 John 13-]4.) "Hence," says Bel- 
larmine, "many things were spoken by the Apost1e 
which are not written." No doubt there were, and when 
anyone can certify us what they were, \\ e are ready to 
receive them with reverence and delight. 
Thf'se, as far as I am aware, are all the texts usually 
produced in support of the views of our opponents, and 
certainly they are all that need any answer. 
'Vith respect, then, to all these passages, I would com- 
mend to 1\11'. Keble's and the reader's perusal, the passage 
with which the former has himself supplied us from 
Bishop Taylor; of whom, notwithstanding aU that he has 
written against such notions, Mr. Keble would fain make 
us believe that he was on his side of the question. 
"Because," says the bishop, "the books of Scripture 
were not all written at once, nor at once communicated, 
nor at once received; therefore the churches of God at 
first, were forced to trust their memories, and to try the 
doctrines by appealing to the memories of others, i. e. to 
the consenting report and faith delivered and preached 
to other churches, especially the chiefest, where the me- 
mory of the Apostles was recent and permanent. The 
mysteriousness of Christ's priesthood, the perfection of 
his sacrifice, and the unity of it, Christ's advocation and 
intercession for us in heaven, might very well be ac- 
counted traditions before St. Paul's Epistle to tIle He- 
brews was admitted for canonical; but now they arc 
written trutlls, and IF TilEY HAD NOT BEEN WRITTEN, IT 
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IS LIKELY WE SHOULD HAVE LOST THEl\I. But this way 
couId not long be necessary, and COULD NOT LONG BE 
SAFE."I 
This is precisely that for which we contend, that though 
in the Apostolic age, before the Scriptures were written 
or in circulation in the Church, and where men had been in- 
structed by the oral teaching of the Apostles themselves, 
or their immediate disciples under the sanction of the 
Apostles, those oral instructions connected with the 
Scriptures of the Old Testament, and what Scriptures of 
tlIe New were accessible, formed the rule of faith; yet 
that the mode of conveying those oral instructions, 
through a successional delivery by fallible men, "could 
not long be safe." 'Ve are not obliged precisely to fix 
the time when or the persons to whom this observation 
first applied. Circumstances might render it applicable 
in some cases earlier than in others. All with which we 
are practically concerned is our own case; and with re- 
spect to that, we contend that we are left utterly destitute 
of any sufficient evidence to substantiate to us any doc- 
trine or statement of the Apostles but what we find in 
Scripture. 'Ve are removed eighteen centuries from 
them, and for the traditions of the first three centuries, 
we have but the scanty, mutilated, and probably in some 
respects corrupted, remains of some dozen writers, united 
with some notoriously spurious liturgies. 'Vhere, then, I 
would ask, are the materials from which to extract any 
thing that could be received as the catholic consent of 
that period? Nay, the earliest Fathers thf'mselves did 
not (as we have seen) plead even the consent of the prin- 
cipal churches in proof of anytbing but a few of the pri- 
mary and most elementary principles of tIle faith. Tra- 
dition, therefore, was not even tllen appealed to as it is by 
our opponents now, sixteen centuries later. 
Let us now proceed to notice, 
(2.) The arguments and objections which may be de- 
I Works x. 425. (Serm. r. lIB.) 
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rived from the nature and character of the Scriptures of 
the New Testament as it respects the oldect for which 
they were written. 
On this head the Romanists have much to urge, show- 
ing, as they think, that the Scriptures were never in- 
tended to form the rule of faith. Thus, BeUarmine says, 
that if the Apostles had designed to c01llmit their doc- 
trine to writing, they would have composed a catechism 
or some similar book. But they either wrote a history 
as the Evangelists, or Epistles, as occasion offered, as 
Peter, Paul, James, Jude, and John, and in them treated 
of doctrine only incidentally. 1 
'Yhat may be the precise view taken by our opponents 
on this point, I feel it difficult exactly to determine; for 
,,,hiIe they seem to wish it to be thought, that they do not 
sympathize with the views of the Romanists on this point, 
the difference seems to me to be more apparent than real, 
and t1Je appearance of it to arise from their misconception 
of the real sentiments of the Romanists. Nay, more, 
when 1\11'. Newman sums up tbe objections of the Ro- 
manists on this ground, he mentions among them several 
which, though he here attributes them to others, froIll 
whom he would have us suppose that he differs, he has 
himself in other parts of the same work distinctly main- 
tained. There is, indeed, in tlte language used by our 
opponents on this whole subject, a most extraordinary de- 
gree of confusion and inconsistency, arising from a desire 
to draw a distinction between their views and those of the 
Romanists ,,'hich does not exist. 
1\11'. :Newman 
ays, "They [i. e. the Romanists] observe, 
it [the New Testament] is but an incomplete document 
on the very face of it. There is no harmony or consis- 
tency in its parts. [Do the ROllJanists maintain this 1] 
There is no code of commandments, no list of fundamen- 
tals. It comprises four lives of Christ, written for dif. 
ferent POl'tiOllS of the Church, amI not tending to make 
up one whole. Then follow epistles written to particular 
III llellarm. De Verb. Dei. lib. 4. c. 4. 
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Churches on particular occasions, and preserved, (as far as 
there can be accident in the world,) accidentally. Some 
books, as the Epistle to the Laodiceans, are altogether 
lost; others are preserved only in a translation, as per- 
haps the Gospel of St. Matthew, and the Epistle to the 
Hebrews; some delivered down with barely sufficient 
evidence for their genuineness, as the second Epistle of 
St. Peter. N or were they generally received as one vo- 
lume till the fourth century. These are disproofs, it Illay 
be said, of any intention, either in the course of Provi- 
dence, or in the writers, that the very books of Scripture, 
though inspired, should be tlte Canon of faith, that is, 
that they should bound and complete it. Also, the office 
of the Church, as the 'keeper of Holy ,V rit,' seems to 
make it probable that she was intended to interpret, per- 
haps to supply, ,,,hat Scripture left irregular and incom- 
plete. On the other hand, the circumstance that religious 
truths can be conveyed by ordinances, or by catholic tra- 
dition, as well as by writing, seems an intimation that 
there is such a second Rule of Faith, equaHy authoritative 
and binding with Scripture itself." (pp. ;:336,7.) 
N ow I Leg to ask whether some, at least, of these ob- 
jections do not represent 1\11'. Newman's own views? 
And does he not distinctly advocate the conclusion that 
Scripture is not "the Canon of faith f' Hear his own 
words in a preceding page. "The phrase 'rule of faith,' 
which is now commonly taken to mean the Bible by itself, 
would seem, in the judgment of the English Church, pro-. 
perly to belong to the Bible and Catholic Tradition taken 
together. These two together make vp a joint rule:' 
(p. 327.) And as we have already shown, the view ad- 
vocated by him and Mr. Keble, is that the two make a 
joint rule ill the necessary points of faith, and in some 
others tradition forms the rule by itself, i. e. is, in fact, 
"a second rule of faith," and one "equally authoritative 
and binding with Scripture itself;" for, as 
Ir. KeLle 
tells us, "the unwritten word, ifit can be any how authen- 
ticated, [and the supposition is that it can] must necessarily 
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demand the same reverence from us [i. e. as the written 
'V O1'd]." (p. 26.) 
Turn we now, however, (for we should be sorry that 
any part of the case should be kept back,) to p. 346, and 
there, to our utter amazement, we find, in reply to these 
statements of the Romanists, a professed defence of the 
trutlJ, that Scripture is " the sole canon of our faith." 
Here, then, l\Ir. Newman has, in his desire to appear 
opposed to the Romanists, directly and in terms contra- 
dicted himself. 
But he proceeds to prove this; and his first proof, that 
Scripture is "tbe sole canon of our faith," is derived 
from three "peculiarities" distinguishing it from the 
" unwritten word" of the A postles. First, that "the 
New Testament is commonly called a testament or will," 
and that "Testaments are necessarily written," which 
strikes one as about as unfortunate a remark as any we 
have yet had to notice. Has 1\11'. Newman, then, never 
beard of a nuncupative will? But if he bad observed that 
nuncupative wills had always been found liable to many 
frauds and impositions, and therefore that it was likely 
that such a will should be, through God's mercy, 'lCritten, 
in order to guard against such frauds and impositions, 
there wou1d have been much force in the remark. His 
conclusion from this, however, is as follows, that" grant- 
ing tradition and Scripture to come from the Apostles, it 
does not therefore follow that their written word was not, 
under God's over-ruling guidance, designed for a. parti- 
cular purpose, for which their word unwritten was not 
designed," (p. 346.); which seems to me a conclusion 
which falls far short of the premises, when it is asserted 
that Testaments must necessarily be written; for one 
would suppose from that, not merely that the written 
word was designed to serve a "partii'lllar purpose," for 
which the word unwritten was not designed, but that it 
was absolutely the sole and whole rule of faith. 
The second peculiarity is, that Scripture only is in- 
spire(1, that is as to the ll"()rds, ,..IIile tradition is ollly so 
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as to its substance. (pp. 346, 7; and see l\'Ir. Reble, 
p. 107.) The" third peculiarity" is, that "Scripture 
alone contains what remains to us of our Lord's teaching." 
(p. 347.) 
On the ground, then, of these three peculiarities, it is 
contended that Scripture is " the sole canon of our faith;" 
. while it is at the same time impressed upon us, that the 
phrase "rule of faith" belongs to " the Bible and 
catholic tradition taken together." 
In the succeeding Lecture (the 13th), the same ortho- 
doxy, in terms not in sense, is retained; and we there see 
clearly tIle reason, namely, the consciousness that the 
Fathers refer to Scripture as tlte rule of faith. 
Referring to the preceding Lecture, Mr. Newman 
says, that it was ': intended to show how far there is a 
presumption that Scripture is what is commonly caHed 
, the rule of faith,' independently of the testimony of tlie 
Fathers, 'Leltich is the direct and sufficient proof of it;" 
(p. 369.) and therefore we might suppose a " direct and 
sufficient proof" that it was not made up of Scripture 
and tradition taken together. And this is so evident a 
deduction, that" before proceeding to tbe Fathers," it 
was very necessary for 1\11'. N ewm311 to ten us what was 
" the point to be proved," lest we should think that their 
language proved much more than he would be willing to 
allow. The" point to be proved," then, is this, " that 
Holy Scripture contains aU things necessary to salvation; 
that is, either as being read therein, or deducible there- 
from; not that Scripture is tlte only ground of the faitll, 
or ordinarily the guide into it and teacher of it, or the 
source of all religious truth whatever, or tIle systematizer 
of it, or the instrument of unfolding, ilJustrating, en- 
forcing, and applying it; hut that it is the (locument of 
ultimate appeal in controversy, and the touchstone of all 
doctrine [i. e. the document of appeal and touchstone not 
to individuals, but to the Church, anù who form the 
Church, and IlOW JOu are to get tIle decision of the 
Church, he cannot tell us.] 'Ve differ, then, from the 
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Romanist in this, not in denying that tradition is valua- 
ble [mark the misrepresentation implied in this word] 
but in maintaining that by itself, and without Scripture 
warrant, it does not convey to us any article necessary to 
salvation; in other words, that it is not a rule distinct 
and co-ordinate, but subordinate and ministrative." 
(pp. 369, 70.) 
So that though Scripturp is " the rule of faith," it is 
not" the only ground of the faith;" no; for tradition is 
lmrt of the ground, eyen in fundamental points: nor 
" the source of all religious truth whatever," for other 
points to be believed, that is, other points of faitlt are to 
be derived from tradition. But Scripture " contains all 
things necessary to salvation," a confession forced by the 
sixth article, but eXplained away by supposing that it 
contains them so obscurely, that we cannot find them, 
except the unwritten word assures us that they are there, 
and so imperfectly, that we need tradition to give us a 
complete representation of them. And as Scripture con- 
tains all such points, it is necessary to allow that in such 
points there mnst be some Scripture warrant, while it is 
at the same time maintained that tradition delivers them 
to us much better; for, as 1\lr. Reble tells us, for the full 
doctrines of the Trinity, incarnation, &c., we are indebted 
to tradition. 
And this is called, differing from tlle Romanists, a mis- 
take which we have already pointed out. And the evi- 
dent contradiction in these statements is attempted to be 
got over, by saying that tradition is " not a rule distinct 
and co-ordinate, but subordinate and ministrative," a 
mere juggle of worJ.s; for if tradition is an unwritten 
word of God, and conveys to us with certainty the full 
revelation of the truths which are but indistinctly re- 
vealed in Scripture, (as both 1\lr. :Newman and 1'11'. 
Reble contend), it is a rule" distinct and co-ordinate," 
whether they choose to call it so or not; and it is a mere 
mystification of the subject to draw these verbal but 
unreal distinctions
 a1HI one calculated only to deceive 



558 SCRIPTURE THE SOLE INFALLIBLE 


and mislead the reader. Nay more, upon this hypothe- 
sis, viz. that tradition conveys to us the fun doctrines of 
the faith, and that the Scripture " notices" of them are 
only to be understood as explained and amplified by tra- 
dition, it is Scripture that is "subordinate and ministra- 
tive" to tradition, anù not tradition to Scripture. 
The same sort of explanation is often offered by the 
Romanists in defence of their statements on this subject, 
as for instance was done by Gother. But what says 
Dean Sherlock to it? "'V e do not," he says, " charge 
them with denying in express words the authority of the 
Scripture to be a rule, but with saying t!tat wlticlt is equi- 
valent to it, T!tat the sense of it is so various and uncer- 
tain, that no man can be sure of tlte true meaning of it, in 
tlte most necessary and fundamental articles of tlte fait", 
but by tile interpretation llnd authority of the Church, 
w ltic It does effectually diust it of the authority of a rule, 
for t!tat is my nile which can and must direct me, which, it 
seems, is not the Scripture considered IN ITSELF, but as in- 
terpreted by the authority of the Church, WHICH MAKES 
THE FAITH AND INTERPRETATION OF THE CHURCH, NOT 
THE SCRIPTURES, :MY nUIEDIATE RULE." 1 
But these terms serve to hide (I use the words in no 
offensive sense) the confusion, inconsistency, anù self-con- 
tradiction whicll pervade the works of our opponents on 
this point. Indeed, IVIr. Newman candidly confesses 
that he can give no reason why the Fathers, taking llis 
view of tradition, as he takes it for granted they did, did 
not make it an independent informant in matters of 
faith, but he ingenuously confesses that they did not, and 
therefore that we must not, (pp. 342, 3,) but must be 
" content to accept the canonicity of Scripture [a phrase 
most strangely used by him to mean that Scripture is the 
canon of the faith] on faith," (p. 343,) i. e. faith in pa- 
tristical tradition; and so he cuts the knot by CAJ
LlNG it 
"subordinate and ministrative," while he can give no rea- 


I A Papist not misrepresented, &c. p. 19. 
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son why it should not be called, according to his view of 
it, " distinct and co-ordinate," except that the Fathers did 
not do so, a tolerably good proof that he and the Fathers 
did not take the same view of it. 
Such is the labyrinth of confusion into which 1\11'. 
Newman has thrown himself that he contradicts himself 
over and over again within a few pages. Thus, speak- 
ing of the" consent of Fathers" on this point, he says, " If 
any but the Scripture had pretensions to be an oracle of 
faith, would not the first successors of the Apostles be that 
oracJe? must not they, if any, have possessed the authori- 
tative traditions of the Apostles 1" (p. 340,) and that" the 
tradition of the Fathers" "witnesses not only that Scrip- 
ture is the record, but that it is the sole record of saving 
truth," (p. 342); and then in the very next page he says, 
" It may be asked, if Scripture be, as has heen above re- 
presented, but the document of appeal, and catholic tra- 
dition the authoritative teacher of Christians, how is it, 
&c." (p. 343.) So that from an intimation that Scripture 
is the alone oracle of faith, that the early Fathers did not 
possess the authoritative traditions of the 
ApostIes, and 
that Scripture is the sole record of saving trutb,-con- 
fessions wrung from him by the testimony of the Fathers, 
-we jump directly to the observation that Scripture is 
but the document of appeal, and catholic tradition the 
authoritative teacher of Christians. 
All this inconsistency arises from ]\Ir. N ewrnan lmving 
adopted the principles of Romanism on this point, while 
he wishes nevertheless to make it appear (even perhaps 
to himself) that there is some difference between him and 
the Romanists, and therefore he takes refuge in a laby- 
rinth of words, through which having led his readers 
backwards and forwards, he brings them out at last, 
(many of them quite unconsciously,) to the very standard of 
nomanism from which they started. 
The same remark applies to Mr. Keble and Dr. Pusey. 
Thus the former, while he tells us distinctly in one part 
that Scripture and tradition make up together the rule 
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of faith (p. 82), in another speaks of "reserving the 
claim of Scripture to be sole anù paramount as a rule 
of faith." (p. 31.) 'Yith respect to the latter, notwith- 
standing the distinctions he has attempted to draw in his 
" Letter" between his ,iews and those of the Romanists, 
it is only necessary to compare the remarks he has there 
made with th
 e
tract giyell from him above, 1 to see that 
the distinctions are but verbal and not real, being pre- 
cisely the same as those of ::\lr. 
 ewman,just noticed. 
I should also remark here, that another mcans adopted 
by our opponents to get over their difficulties on thi
 
point, is by tacitly limiting the meaning of the word 
" faith" to tlle necessary faith, or that which is necessary to 
be belieyed in order to sah ation. Thus Dr. Pusey tells 
11:::0 that" the doctrines of the creeds only are articles of 
fait/I, OR, 'neCeSSaT) to be believed in order to salvation ;'" 
and consequently, when Scripture is called the rule of 
fhith, or" the sole authoritative source of the faith," it 
means of " things to be belieyed in order to salvation ;"2 
and consequently there is left a very goodly portion of 
things which are not" articles of faith," but, ncyertheless, 
are (as by a rery nice distinction he afterwards calls them) 
" subjects of belief," to fall to the lot of tradition only; 
lla), it would appear from the aboye language, that all 
but the articles in the creeds belong to tradition; and, 
with respect to those articles, the creeds are the authori- 
tative interpreter of Scripture; so that ho\\ much is left 
to Scripture, the reader may easily judge. 
'Yhat Ulay be the opinion of the reader as to this at- 
tempt to mJstify him, by this use of 'Words in a peculiar 
sense, I know not; but to me it appears to sa\-our ver) 
much of disingenuousness. 
Does Dr. Pusey mean to say that all the doctrines 
which God has in any manner re,ealed to us, are not 
"articles of faith?" 'Yhat, then, does he mean by faith, 
or who authorized him to limit the 'Word faith to the fun- 


I See p. 38-40 abo'\"e. 
2 Dr. rUS('
.'B LeU. to Bp. of O>.ford, pp. 2i -30. 
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ùamentals of the faith, or to say that the w/tole faith is 
com prized in "tl)e creed?" Not, certainly, the 'Y ord of 
God. It is quite true that the phrases" the faith," " the 
rule of fi-lÍth," are sometimes used by the Fathers to sig- 
nify the principal articles of fhith ; and that modern theo- 
logians bave used the phrase" the faith" in the same teclt- 
7lirfll sense. But Dr. Pusey knows well that this is no 
defence for one who denies that any but these articles are 
articles of faith; which can only be true, on the supposi- 
tion either that God has spoken nothing hut these, or that 
the other parts of God's word are not objects of faith. 
\Yhatever religious truth God has delivered to us, is an 
article of faith; and whenever Dr. Pusey shall prove that 
we have, in patristical traditions, that which is in sub- 
stance the'" ord of God, it will follow that the religious 
truths so delivered are articles of faith, as much as any 
truths of a similar kind delivered in Scripture. But here 
is the advantage to his cause, in using such phraseology, 
t]l3t by thus limiting the meaning of tbe word faitlt, he 
can make use of orthodox language, and call the Scrip- 
ÍlIres, in some sense, the rule of faith; wbile be retains 
views utterly opposed to wbat be seems to admit. 
As long as our opponents contend tbat tradition is in 
su'Lstance an unwritten \Y orù of God, a divine informant, 
and must he joined n it}) Scripture to make up the rule of 
faith, as giving the full revelation of truths but obscurely 
revealed in Scripture, and delivers with certninty Apos- 
tolieal doctrines not in Scripture, it is utterly useless for 
them to pretend to draw any real distinction between 
their views and thu
e of the Romanists; and the attempt 
will only in\roh-e tbem ill inconsi
t('ncies and self-contra- 
dictions; though, of course, on a('count of these f'e]f- 
('ontraùictions, they Ulay be as much disuwned hy the 
Uomanists as by Protestants. 
Upon the whole, then, the view taken by our oppo- 
nents seems to Le this; that though the rule of faith is 
made up of 
cripture anù tradition taken together, yet 
that as 
('riptnre contains the Jlecc
sary puints of faith, 
"OL. 1. 0 0 
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that is to say, obs
ure anù imperfect notices of them, (for 
this is all which the)', in fact, allow,) therefore, taking the 
word faith to mean tlte necessary jaifl1, Scripture lllay be 
called, in some sense, the rule of fhith. 
It is quite evident, however, that in all this manage- 
ment and straining of the sense of words there is some 
object to be gained in showing how the phra
e, rule of 
filith, Ulay somehow or other, consisteutly with their views, 
be applied to Scripture; anù that object is an appearance 
of agreement with the Fathers, who do so call it. And 
1\11'. Newman candidly confesses that they so apply this 
phrase, not on any grounds of reason, (for according to 
their views it is not so applicable,) but because there is a 
" consent of Fathers" that such is the case; 1 (as no doubt 
there is;) and the reason why they object to the represen- 
tations of the Romanists as to the imperfect structure of 
the New Testament for a rule of faith is not from their 
tl1Ìnking the observations inapplicable in the abstract, 
but because they think it undesirable to do more than 
just receive the representations of the Fathers on the 
point, and rest satisfied with them without going fur. 
ther, though indeed they themselves do this only as to 
the letter and not as to the spirit. And they seem to be 
as fearful here as they 'were with respect to the evidences 
for the inspiration of the New Testament, that if you do 
but exercise your reason to judge of any part of the foun- 
dation upon which your faith is resting, you will imme- 
diately re]illquish it, as unworthy your confidence. And, 
according to their view of things, these fears are not 
without foundation; for, if all appearances are against 
Scripture being an adequate rule of faith, and it is to be 
believed, nevertheless, that it is so, on the testimony of a 
few Fathers, then the less said about it the better. I 
shall only say, however, that having no such fears, I am 
not at all alarmed at seeing reason infJuire into the 
matter. 
I shall now, therefore, venture to call the attention of 
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reason to this matter, and beg it to view very narrowly 
the structure of the New Testament, and see the stability 
of the founùation upon which is built the truth that Holy 
Scripture is jitted by its structure to be the rule of faith 
and practice in at least all vital points. 
Let me ask, then, first, For what were the gospels com- 
posed? 'Vere they not written to give men a complete 
account. of the Christian religion; and are we to suppose 
that such accounts, written ùy Apostles, or published 
under the authority of A postIes, would fail to deliver all 
the vital points at least of that religion? 
Of the Gospel of St. 1\Iatthew, Euseùius tells us tlmt 
" l\Iatthew having preached first to the Hebrews, and 
being about to go to other nations, wrote the Gospel 
according to him in his own language, supplying by 
writing the want of his presence and converse among 
those whom he was about to leave." 1 
Did he leave, then, any vital doctrine unnoticed in this 
book so written for such a purpose? 
Or does the Gospel of S1. J\;Iark, penned by him as the 
Gospel preached by St. Peter, and sanctioned by Peter,'l 
leave out. any vital part of the Gospel preached by 
Peter? The especial object of St. Peter in having this 
Gospel written was, if we believe the common patristical 
interpretation of 2 Pet. i. 15, (and which carries upon it 
an air of great proùaùility), to ensure to his followers a 
knowledge of the great truths of Christianity, which 
shows how little he was willing to trust them to oral 
tradition. 
Eesides these, we have the Gospel of St. Luke, pro- 
fessing to give Theophilus " a declaration of those things 
which were most surely believed" among Christians, that 
he might " know the certainty of those things wherein he 
!tad been itlstr1.lcted." 
Still further,- These three Gospels were reviewed by 


I Lib. iii. c. 
4. See, also, Chrys. in l\Iatth. horn. 1.; and Op. Imp. in 
l\Iatth. Præfat. 
2 See p. 493 abo,"e. 
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St
 John, and published ll:ith his sanction, and hp him- 
self added a fourth, to supply what he considered desir- 
able to malw up a complete account of our Lorâs life and 
doctrine. 1 And, connected with this fact, those words 
towards the close of his Gospel are more e9pecially ob- 
servalJIe, as favourable to our view, in which he sa)"s, 
"And many other signs truly did Jesus in the presence 
of his disciples, which are not written in this book. But 
these are written that ye might believe tlwt Jesus is tIle 
Christ the Son of God, and that beliel 7 ing ye might have 
life tltrough his name." (John xx. :30, 31.) 
And these accounts of the Gospel of Jesus Christ, let 
us observe, were written for the information of mankind 
at large, not as documents for the private use of the 
pastors of the Church; and were diligently distributed 
tor that purpose by the earliest teachers of Chrh;tianity; 2 
\\ hich is an important consideration in judging of their 
fitness to be the rule of faith to mankind. 
If, then, these four Gospels do not fully and clearly 
deliver all the important doctrines of Christianity, I 
know not where we are to luok for them. 
But we are not left with these only; we have, besides 
them, above twenty Epistles, written by several of the 
Apostles to various Churches and individuals, in order to 
explain still more fully and clearly the Christian faith. 
N ow these, I admit, were written as occasion offered; 
and if the whole of the New Testament had consisted of 
such writings, the objections of the Rornanists on this 
head might have had some foundation; but, as it is, these 
Epistles are merely the additional explanations vouch- 
safed us for our guidance and comfort, beyond the more 
summary accounts given us by the Evangelists; explana- 
tions in the absence of which, much certainly of the light 
now enjoyed would have been wanting, and which, on ac- 
count of the inspiration of their authors, form part of the 
divine rule of faith and practice. But had we been without 
I See Euseb. Hist. Eccl. lib. iii. c.24. See, also, Epiph. adv. Hær. in hær. 
.1)1. 
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these Epistles and the book of Revelation, the divine rule 
of faith and practice would have been limited to the four 
Gospels, for the very same reason that it is now limited 
to the Scriptures we possess, namely, that they only would 
have possessed any certain title to be considered as the 
word of God. 
To all which we may add, that one of the earliest 
Christian writers, Irenælls, expres::;ly tells us, that what 
the Apostles first preached that they afterwards wrote in 
the Scripture5. 1 
The argument here nrgell is so clear and evident, that 
even 1\1r. Newman himself, when professing to oppose 
the Romanists, and show that Scripture is the canon of 
the faith, (an orthodoxy preserved, as we have alreaJy 
seen, in name and 'Words only, for his rea.l meaning is 
ill substance precisely the same as that of the Romanists,) 
actually adopts it. 
\fter fluoting with approbation a re- 
lllark of' Bjshop Taylor's, that " our Lord"s teaching con_ 
tains all things necessary to salvation," (p.357,) of which 
teaching he holds Scripture to be the sole recorù, he 
remarks, " The doctrines of our faith are really proIllul- 
gated by Christ himself. There is no truth wl1Ìch 8t. 
Paul or ::St. John declare, which he does not anticipate 
. . . . If we had only the Gospels, we should have in 
them all the great doctrines of the Epistles, all the arti- 
cles of the Creed . . . . And this is one main reason, it 
would seem, why the Epistles are vouchsafed to us; not 
so much to increase the Gospel, as to serve as a comment 
upon it, as taught by our Lord, to bring out and fix 
His sacred sense, lest 1ce should by an!! menus miss it;'- 
(pp. 360, I.) _\.nd yet, after all, we must go (
\Ir. N ew- 
Ulan says) to tradition for the full development of those 
truths, for they are neither full!! nor clearly revealed ill 
Scripture, and the chances are seriously against anyone 
being able to learn them from 
cripture. And in order 
to oblige us, if possible, to receive " tradition.' as a part 


I Iren. .\th. Hæ;o. iii. 1. 
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of revealed truth, the Scriptural foundation of some of 
the most important doctrines of the faith is cavilled at as 
quite insufficient. N ow these two statements can only 
be reconciled on one of these two suppositions, either that 
the Apostles purposely kept back something, when they 
professed to give mankind an account of our Lord's 
teaching, and explain in their Epistles his doctrine, or 
that, though they were inspired, they were unable to give 
a clear account of the matter; on which latter supposition, 
by the way, the tradition of their oral teaching will not 
give us much additional help. 
This is another rather curious specimen, as it appears 
to me, of the windings of 1\lr. Newman's labyrinth. 
I proceed to notice, 
(3) The arguments and objections which may be de- 
rived from other general considerat.ions. 
Aud here let us observe, 
First.-The committal of the Gospel to writing at all, is 
a strong argument in favour of the whole revealed faith, 
that is, in all important points at least, having been com- 
mitted to writing. For why was it written at all, and not 
left to be communicated to mankind by the oral teaching of 
the disciples of the Apostles and their successors to the 
end of the world; but that its perpetuation would thus 
have been endangered, that is in other words, but for the 
uncertainty of" tradition 1" And if they committed to 
writing one part of the doctrines they delivered on this 
account, did not the same reason operate equally strongly 
for com!llitting the whole to writing; that. is, all that was 
of vital importance to Christians 1 'Vhy should any im. 
portant part 1Je left out in all the four accounts, when 
they were written for the purpose of giving the Christian 
world the best information on the doctrines of Christi- 
anity 1 Is it reasonable to suppose that. this should be 
the case 1 especially when we recollect that the first three 
were reviewed by the author of the last, and that last 
written to make their account more complete 1 Can we 
venture to think thcm guilty of such an incon
i.,tency, 
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guided as they were by the Divine Spirit ill all such 
matters ? 
And the same argument operates with equal force in 
f
lVour of their having delivered those doctrines clearly 
and fully. For the great object to be attained by COlU- 
mitting them to "riting, was to prevent their being cor- 
rupted through the imperfections or corrupt prejudices of 
human nature; but if thcy were not clearly and fully 
delivered, and it was left to "tradition" to hand down 
the "full doctrine," they would be almost as much ex- 
posed to such corruption as they would have been had 
they not been written; and there cannot be charged upon 
the writers any incapability of delivering th05e doctrines 
clearly and fully. 
Secondly.-Patristical tradition cannot be, practically, 
any part of the rule of faith or practice to men in gene- 
ral, for it has to be evolved from a multitude of volumes, 
hy a proce
s which renders it practically inaccessible to 
the great bulk of mankind. 
For how are men, generally, to obtain a know- 
ledge of what is called l'rimiti, e catholic consent? Sup- 
posing it to be deducible from tlte- records of antiquity 
which remaiIi to us (which it is not), how are men gene- 
rally to find out that which is derived from a careful 
compari::,on and survey of a whole library of volumcs? 
llut it may be said, it is delivered to them by others 
"hom they may safely trust. But what assurance ha\ e 
they of this? Is it so ,'ery easy a task to determine in- 
fallibly the opinion of the whole prillliti ve church respect- 
. ing any contested doctrine? Oh! yes, saith :1\11'. N ew- 
man, "the doctrine of the Apostles" is "an historical 
fact, and ascertainable as other facts, and obvious to the 
intelligel1ce of inquirers as other facts;" "the ehurch 
cnforces a fact-Apostolical tradition." (pp. 224,5.) 
N ow we have already so fully entered upon this point 
ill a formpr chapter, that I need not, I hope, add one 
"ord here f()r the overtlu.ow of such a notion. It is only 
surpri:;iug how anyone at all ac((uailltcd "ith the matter, 
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could risk such an assertion. And, in truth, 1\11'. N ew- 
man himself seems aware that this obvious fact may be 
anything but obvious to many; and hence he is forced, at 
last, to take refuge, like the Romanists, in the infallibility 
of the Church, and "that doctrine which is true consi- 
dered as an historical fact, is true also because she [the 
Church] teaches it" (p. 226.); and therefore, if anyone 
ventures to think for himself as to what this" fact" is by 
a survey of the writings of the Fathers, if he concludes 
contrary to what" the Church" teaches, his mouth is 
stopped at once by the plea of the infallibility of the 
Church, so that he might as ,veIl spare himself the labour 
of inquiring, and take all at once from the hands of the 
Church, which, indeed, is the happy state to which our 
opponents seem to wish to reduce us. Thus all questions 
are, at last, swallowed up in the quicksand of church-in- 
fallibility. 
And the curious part of this matter is, that 1\11'. New- 
man, instead of boldly telling us, like the Romanists, 
what and who" the Church" is, fairly intimates that he is 
at a loss to do so; but asks with great simplicity whether 
we cannot consider our own ch urch as able to answer the 
purpose; so that after all the high-sounding words about 
the teaching of "the Church,"-" the catholic Church," 
it turns out that, practically, this means the teaching of a 
company of men, occupying a section of a little island at 
one corner of the world. Surely, says 1\11'. N., she" trans- 
mits the antient catholic faith simply and intelligibly;" 
" to follow the Church, THEN, in this day, is to follow tIle 
prayer-boolt." (p. 313.) No doubt we ,,,,ho belong to 
her think so. But how did we .find out that she 
" transmits the untient catlwIic faith '
" 
\re all men 
bound to take her word for it? So, then, after all tIlis 
vapouring about the infallibility of the Church's teaching, 
there is no teaching to be found to which such a high- 
sounding name belongs. To talk, indeed, of tIle teaching 
of the Church catholic, either as consisting' of the whole 
body of professing Christians, or of the true clJildren of 
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God, or even of the pastors of the Church, is a manifest 
absurdity; for the sufti-ages of either body never were 
and never could be collected, and to such a consent only 
could the idea of freedom from error be attached. 
Patristical tradition, then, cannot be practically any 
part of the infallible rule of faith to mankind; because, 
to the majority, it is not accessible. The doul)t and un- 
certainty hanging over it in all cases, are to the great 
majority of mankind doubled; and it comes to them, at 
least, with such a probaLility of alloy and corruption, that 
it absolutely needs to be tried and tested by some touch- 
stone which can be depended upon, to show them \vhat 
in it may be agreeable to truth, and what otherwise. In 
other words, instead of beillg any part of the rule, it lllust be 
itse?fjudged by the rule. 
Thirdly.-So clearly is Scripture set forth by the Fathers 
as the rule of faith, that our opponents are forced to admit 
that, in necessary points, (to which, for their own pur- 
poses, they would fain limit the use of the word faith,) 
that title cannot be denied to Scripture. This forced ad- 
mission, then, is, as it respects these points at least, fatal 
to tl!eir cause; for if in these it is, as they in words admit, 
the canon or rule of faith, then tradition is not in these 
points any part of the rule. 
For that which is the rule of faith to men in necessary 
points, is that by which nece:;sary faith is to be regulated 
and me((sured; and it is contrary to the nature of a rule, 
to receive either addition or diminution in those respects 
for which it is a rule. And so the Fathers say. 'rhus 
Chrysostom, who calls the Scriptures "the rule of all 
things," 1 that is, all religious truth, says, "A rule re- 
ceives neither addition or diminution, otherwise it ceases 
to be a rule." 2 Aud Basil, reproving EUllomius for saJ- 
ing that the creeù, \\ hile he called it a standard and rule, 


I See under Chr
.Bostom in ch. 10 below. 
:I '0 Kayw" OVTf 7rpOUfJfU&JI OVTf a
a'pfU&JI l)fXfTat, f7fft 'TO KaYWJI ftVat a7fvÀ- 
ÀUUt. Iu Ep. aù Phil. c. 3. homo 12. (Eù. llcncd. tum. xi. p. 293.) 
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neeòed an addition to make it more accurate,l oùserve
 
that this is the extreme of folly, for that "a standard 
and rule, as long as nothing is wanting to them to make 
them a standard and rule, admit no addition for greater 
accuracy. For an addition is wanting only to supply a 
defect; but if they were imperfect, they could not pro- 
perly be called by these names." 2 
True it is that the Fathers often apply the phrase" the 
rule of faith" to a brief summary of the leading articles 
of the faith; but then we must consider the purpose for 
which it was intended. It was an elementary suulluary 
of the chief articles of the faith, intended to serve as the 
Church's Confession; and thus was in that sense the 
Church's Rule of Faith. It had its origin, as we have 
sp.en in a former chapter, in the words of our Lord; and 
probably consisted originally of nothing more than the 
confession of the Trinity, including the identification of 
the Son with Jesus Christ; and the reason for this selec- 
tion may clearly be traced to the words in which our 
Lord instituted the rite of baptism. 3 The creed, then, was 
strictly "the rule of faith," for tlte purpose for wlâclt it 
was a rule; that is, as the Church's elementary confession. 
As long as it remained the Church'::; confession, it ad- 
mitted neither addition nor diminution, hut by the same 
authority that made it. 
'Vhen, therefore, the Fathers applied the term rule of 
faith to Scripture, they meant that in those respects in 
which it was a rule, it was complete and perfect; it ad- 
mitted neither addition nor diminution. In what respects, 
then, did they so receive it? Not with regard merely to 
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the Church's Confession. No; but with reference to the 
whole faith, or at least the whole necessary faith, by which 
necessary belief was to be regulated and measured; ad- 
mitting neither addition nor diminution, for the purpose 
for which it was a rule. So that at least in all the points 
of faith 1'cquired for salvation, if it is the rule, it is the 
whole of the rule, containing a revelation of all doctrines 
necessary to be known, and a revelation going to tlte full 
extent of what is required to be known respecting them: 
otherwise it would not be the rule for necessary faith. To 
say, then, that Scripture is the rule of faith in necessaries, 
but that) nevertheless, the full doctrines of Christianity in 
some fundamental points are only to be found in Scrip- 
ture and tradition taken together as a joint rule, is of all 
inconsistencies tlJe most absurd. 1 
Fourthly.-Our opponents allow that,in all fundamental 
points, Scripture is the document of proof; anù tbat Scrip- 
ture proof of all such doctrines is absolutely necessary; 
a concession which, if they did not make, might be forced 
from them, upon their own principles, by the testimony of 
the Fathers. 2 Now tlâs concession is absolutely and sum- 
marily fatul to their cause, as far as the funùamentals of 
the faith are concerned. 
For if Scripture proof is required in all such ùoctrines, 
then whether it be required for the s
tisfaction of "tIle 
Church" or an individual, such proof e.ci
;tð in Scripture 
for all; and such proof can exist only Gð fllr (lð tile doc- 
trine is t!tere recealed. Any amplification or fuller state- 
ment of the doctrine derived from any other source, call- 
11ot, as far as concerns the additional ideas conveyed, re- 


I In the above reasoning, I have supposed that when the Fathers called the 
Scripture the rule of fhith, they might mean only in points required for saha- 
tion. because this cannot be denied. I shall show hereafter, however, that 
they, or at least man;y ofthem, meant the phrase to mean much more; and 
that they regardeù Scripture as measuring and bounding the whole faith, 
inasmuch as it bounded wl!at could be known to be divine revelation. 
2 I hope to show fully hereafter, when quoting the testimonies of the 
Fathers, that they, or at least many of them, not only held that the funda- 
mental doctrines of the faith must be proved from Scripturc. but that all the 
lloctrincs of thc Christian religion must be so provcd. 
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ceive any proof from Scripture. He who states the ùoe. 
trine more clearly or fully (as he may think) than Scrip- 
ture, cannot have Scripture warrant for his statements. 
If, therefore, Scripture proof is required for the funda- 
mentals of the faith, then, in such points, Scripture is the 
sole rule of faith; for, by the declarations of Script
re, 
our faith, as it respects such points, must be measured 
and bounded. Not only are \ve not required to believe 
more, but it is at ow' peril to aùd to what is there re- 
vealed; for our faith has then no proper foundation to rest 
upon. 
It is true that patristical tradition may be very useful 
as a teacher, in pointing out to us what Scripture does 
contain anù prove, by drawing out and illustrating its 
sense; and is, on lUany accounts, if we will ùut remember 
to use it with proper caution, a valuable int.erpreter of 
Scripture. But the doctrines which it teacbes us have 
authorit.y over our faith, only so far as they appear to us 
to be authorized by, and proveable from Scripture. I say 
as far as they appear to us to be so, because we are 1 e- 
sponsible to God individually; and having what all allow 
to be his 'V ord in the Scriptures, we are responsible to 
him for believing what in our consciences we believe to 
be the meaning of his 'V ord. It is useless to reply tbat 
we may possiùly in such a case have an immense majority 
of the professing Christian Church against us, or that pos- 
sibly we may interpret the Scriptures wrongly. For not 
to say that majorities are no proof of truth, and that we 
hold with the };àthers that all the fundamentals of faith 
and practice are, to the humùle inquirer, plain in Scrip- 
ture, and that the promises of God ensure success to the 
inquiries of the sincere and humble-minded, we hold it to 
be a truth altogethcr undeniable, that if we are certain 
that God has spoken to us, and are convinced in our con- 
sciences that what he has said means this or that, nothing 
ought to ùe alloweù to move liS from a faith so taken up; 
<lnd if we err, the fault is with us, and our judgmcnt not 
with fallible Ulan, hut with God. 
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TIut this subordination of patristical tradition to Scrip- 
ture, our opponents cannot think of aHo" ing ; for thOUg!1 
in 'words t.hey admit Scripture to be the document of proof, 
and will talk of the necessity of Scripture proof for the 
fundamental doctrines, there is nothing which they less 
admit in reality, either as it respects the Church, or in- 
dividuals. 
Their favourite phrase on this subject is, that" tradition 
teaches, Scripture proves :"1 by which they mean to inti- 
mate that Scripture is insufficient to teacli, but sufficient 
to prove, (a tolerably strange contradiction to begin with ;) 
and the reason is, that Scripture contains only obscure 
" notices" of the necessary doctrines, but tradition lms 
banded do" n these doctrines fully and clearly. \Ye must, 
therefore, learn these doctrines fi'OlU tradition; and re- 
gard the obscure notices of these doctrines in Scripture, as 
proring all tlmt tradition has delivered to us respecting 
them. Our opponents, it would seem, are easily satisfied 
as to proofs, when it suits their hypothesis to be so. But 
certainly with their view of the nature of faith, we cannot 
be surprised at this. For the less the evidence the better. 
Its doubt.fulness is a recommendation, 1\11'. N eWUlan tells 
us, and gives an opportunity for faith to be "generolls." 
On any other hypothesi:", howeyer, it is difficult to see 
how that which contains only oùscure notices of a doc- 
trine, notices only to be understood by the aid of tradi- 
tion, can be said to prore that doctrine. The inconsis- 
tency is so glaring, that to quote authorities to show it, 
seems almost superfluous; but there are some remarks of 
our ex('ellent Archbishop Tenison, so much to the pur- 
pose on this point, that I cannot refrain from quoting 
them. "The ROlllanists," says the Archbishop, " declare 
that the Scriptures are so obscure, even in matters of 
faith, that tlte peuple, without an infallible guide, cannot 
find out the true sense of tltem. IF TIllS DOCTIUNE OF THEIRS 
BE TReE, IT IS MOST ABSURD FOR THEM TO GO ABorT TO 
PROVE THEIR ARTICLES TO THE PEOPLE OUT OF THE SCRIP- 
t Kehle. p. 114. 
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TURES, seeing that supposetll the Scriptnres clearer than 
those articles; for that by "hich anything is proved, is to 
be more known and certain, than that which is proved by 
it. This way, likewise, sets up the people as judges of 
the sense of these Scriptures which they offer to them in 
the main points in difference; that is, they now confess the 
people can judge of that of which they yet say they can- 
not judge, by reason of tlleir wealmess, and tlte obscureness 
of tlte Holy W,'itings. BUT WHEN MEN HAVE A MIND TO 
PROCEED IN A CAUSE,l'f IS NOT A CONTRADICTION THAT CAN 
STOP THEM. Therefore, notwithstanding this, and very 
much more of the like nature, which might be alleged 
against this way of proceeding, as plainly inconsistent; still 
amongst the weak, who discern not the absurdity, and 
have not skill to set their methods one against another, 
they make their boast of Scriptm'e proofs for their reli- 
gion, and against ours." 1 Thus 1\-1r. Husenbeth tells us, 
"Let it be further remarked, that when the Catholic 
Church has declared the sense of Scripture, and deduced 
certain doctrines from it, we may then, as Scotus has also 
remarked, confidently assert that t.hey can be MANIFESTLY 
I
ROVED from Scripture." 2 So that if "the Catholic 
Church" was to declare that Scripture said that black 
was \vhite, we might then "confidently assert" that it 
might be "manifestly proved" from Scripture. No mat- 
ter what Scripture says, but if the Catholic Church de- 
clares that it says this or that, then this or that may be 
" manifestly proved" out of it. 
l\Ioreover, it would be worth knowing how it is that 
"illce tradition is an unwritten 'V ord of God, we have 
any need of Scripture proof, after tradition has taught us 
the faith, and that more clearly and fully than Scripture 
can. It seems, at any rate, needless trouble to go any 
further. For if tradition is in substance the 'Y ord of 
Cod, it proves the truth of what it delivers, as well as 
Scripture could; for one word of God is worthy of equal 


1 Popery not founded on Scripture. Lond. ] (Hm. 4to. Introduction, p. 12. 
2 :Reply to Faher, 2d. l.d. p. 247. ' 
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re\'erence, and is of equal authority. with anyotlJer. "If we 
will be impartial," says 1\[r. Keble, " we cannot hide it from 
ourselves that God's unwritten wonJ, if it can be any how 
authenticated, [and the position contended for is that it 
can be authenticated, and is to be found in the Fathers,] 
must necessarily demand the same rererence from us [i. e. 
as his written word,] and for exactly the same reason, be- 
cause it is his word." 1 Certainly; and therefore to send us 
to the obscure notices of Scripture for proofs of a doctrine 
which tIle "unwritten word" has delivered to us clearly 
and fully, is most unreasonable. So that at best this 
observation as to "tradition teaching and Scripture 
proving," is, in the sense in which they mean it, full of 
absurdity and inconsistency. 
There is a sense, indeed, in which this phrase, "tradi- 
tion teaches, Scripture proves," is true enough; and states 
a fact which occurs in the case of 1110st individuals, who 
are first taught }wincipaIly by creeds and catechisms, 
which 11ave been handed down from generation to gene- 
ration, for a longer or shorter time; but then tradition is 
not here taken as meaning anything derived from the 
oral teaching of the Apostles, as if we had anything 
which could be considered as coming to us with Aposto- 
lical authority ,-and the learner is also taught that the 
truths so delivered to him rest altogether upon tIJe autho- 
rity of Scripture; and are oJJligatory upon him only so 
-1:"11' as they are authorized by Scripture; and to Scripture 
he is exhorted to go, as soon as he is able to examine for 
himself, and make Scripture testimony the sole ground of 
his faith. 
It is no proof that those who have come to years of 
discretion do not learn the doctrines of the faith from 
Scripture as tile sole ground of their faitll, that they have 
.first been made a{'quainted v;itlt them. through the medium 
of a creed, or catechism, or elementary "ork. A child 
or uneducated person may thus take the doctrines of 
Christianity upon the word of the parent or teacher, this 
I p. 26. 
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being all the satisfaction tlley may be capable of as to tIle 
truth of those doctrines. But even this is not, strictly 
speaking, traditionary teaching, for he who teaches, if he 
knows his duty, wilJ (whatever formula he lUay make use 
of iIJ the way of creed or catechism, &c.) teach tbose doc- 
trines only for which he has Scripture proof. And the 
child, when he comes to years of responsibility to God, is 
bound to examine the book of God for himself, as far as 
lte is able, to see whether what he has been taught is 
agreeable to what is there delivered, and thus to learn his 
faith, as a being responsible to God, from Scripture as the 
sole ground of it. N or is there any inconsistency, as our 
opponents insinuate, in giving what is cal1ed "the A pos- 
tIes' creed," as the summary of our belief, and yet assert- 
ing that the Scripture is the sole ground of our faith, and 
that we have learned the faith from Scripture, inasmuch 
as the reason why we receive that creed is, as our church 
expresses it, because it may be proved by most certain 
warrants of IIoly Scripture. (Art. 8.) And as the lan- 
guage of the early church may have greater weight with 
our opponents in proof of this, I will give them an unex- 
ceptionable instance of a very early date, viz., in the lan- 
gnage used by the Fathers assembled at the Synod 
against N oetus, who, after repeating the creed in the 
usual form of that period, immediately add, "'Y e main- 
tain these doctrines, HAYING LEARNED THEM FROM TIlE 
DIVINE SCRIPTURES." 1 
And hence we may observe the confusion and incon- 
sequential reasoning that mark the following observation 
of one of the Tract writers, who says,-" It is to be ob- 
served, that where separatists hold the catholic truth, they 
hold it not from Scripture only, FOR others, on the plea of 
Scriptural authority, deny the same, [mark the logic of 
this, that because some plead Scripture in defence of 
error, therefore nobody can find the truth in it,] but from 
tradition supplied by the Church, which has been to them 
J TaV'Ta À
'ì'Ol-tfV, I-tfl-tU.8-r]ICOTES a1l'o 'T"WV 8ftWV 'ì'patþWII. Epipban. bær. N oet. 
57. Ed. Peta\". vo1.i. p. 480. 
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the key to the Scriptures."l As if men could not hold 
the truth from Scripture only, where tradition supplied 
by the Church may have been, in the first instance, the 
key to the Scriptures. 'Vhy this very thing, which they 
tell us "it is to be observed" cannot be, is precisely what 
is contended for by their supposed friends, Hooker and 
Archbishop Laud. Speaking of the tradition supplied 
by_ the Church, the Archbishop says, "It serves to work 
upon the minds of unbelievers to move them to read and 
to consider the Scripture. . . And secondly, it serves 
among novices, weaklings, and doubters in the faith, to 
instruct and confirm them till they may acquaint tllem- 
selves with and understand tlle Scripture, which the Church 
delivers as the lVord of God. . . . . No man can set a 
better state of the question bet" een S.cripture and tradi- 
tion than Hooker doth: his words are these :-' The Scrip- 
ture is tlle ground of our belief: the authority of man 
(THAT IS TilE NA::\fE HE GIVES TO 'CRADITION'2) is the key 
which opens the door of entrance into the knowledge of the 
Scripture.' "3 
The tradition supplied by the Church may be, and per- 
haps generally is, the means of first introducing men to a 
knowledge of the truths of Scripture; but the ground of 
faith to one who has Scripture in his hands, and is suffi- 
ciently capable of judging to be responsible to God for 
forming a right judgment, and the sole infallible ground 
of faith to all, is Scripture. 
Further, when we come to inquire what our opponents 
mean when they say that Scripture is to be referred to 
for proof, we shall find that, practically, it amounts to no- 
thing. They are forced to admit it in words because they 
see plainly that the Fathers admitted it, while (as in other 
cases) they in effect alt.ogether deny it. For neither 
., the Church," nor any individual, may understand Scrip- 
ture as meaning anything else than what "tradition" 
teaches as its meaning. So that though they talk of the 
1 Tract 80. p. 6.5. · These are the Archbishop's words. 
Reply to Fisher. 
 J(). n, 
1 & 25. 
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necessity of going to Scripture for proof, and believing 
only what Scripture proves, they, in fact, mean not Scrip- 
ture, but the interpretation given to Scripture by " tradi- 
tion," that is, in other words, "tradition." Their appeal, 
therefore, is not to Scripture proof, but to." tradition" say- 
ing that Scripture proves it. 'Vhen talking of Scripture 
proof, then, they are merely trifling with us and throwing 
dust into the eyes of men to blind them to the real state 
of the case, just as the Papists do when they send us to 
the Scriptures for a proof of the infallibility of their 
church, which if we cannot find in the texts they quote 
for it as proof, we are rated as infidels for presuming to 
suppose that texts quoted by infallibility as meaning this 
or that, can possibly mean anything else. 
The Church herself, when proving the truth from 
Scripture, is "a witness of catholic truth delivered to 
her in the first ages, whether by Councils, or by Fathers, 
or in whatever other way," and" does not claim any gift 
of interpretation for herself, in the high points in ques- 
tion," but "hands over the office to catholic antiquity." 
"Much less does she allow individuals to pretend to it."l 
In them it would be a high crime and misdemeanour to go 
to Scripture to judge for themselves, whether there was 
any sufficient proof of what the Fathers have delivered 
on these points, for "the popular view," "that every 
Christian has the right of making up his mind for him- 
self what he is to believe, from personal and private study 
of the Scriptures," is" so very preposterous"-" something 
so very strange and wild," that Mr. Newman is " unable 
either to discuss or even to impute such an opinion to 
another."2 "In what our articles say of Holy Scrip- 
ture as the document of proof, exclusive reference is had 
to teaching. It is not said that individuals are to infer 
the faith, but that the Church is to prove it from Scrip- 
ture. . . . . The sole question in the articles is, how tlte 
Clturclt is to teaclt."3 And it is "in matters of inferior 


1 Newman's Leet. p. 323. 


2 lb. pp. 173, 4. 
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moment" only that either the Church or the individual 
"have room to exercise their own powers."I So that 
both the Church anù all individuals are bound hand and 
foot to the Fathers, and dare not think of inquiring for 
themselves what Scripture means, and what it proves, 
but only what" tradition" says that it means and proves. 
And the way in which individuals are to use the Scrip- 
. tures, is thus described :-" 'Ve tllink NO HARl\I CAN 
COME from putting the Scripture into the hands of the 
laity, [a very gracious concession to God's word, certainly] 
allowing them, if they will, to verify by it, AS FAR AS IT 
EXTENDS, the doctrines they have been already taught."2 
Of what use, then, is it to go to the Scriptures at all, for 
what difference is there between believing a doctrine 
because" tradition" declares it, and believing it because 
" tradition" says that Scripture declares it ? And more- 
over, by not going to Scripture, we avoid the danger of 
lJeing obliged to believe that Scripture means something 
different to what it seems to us to say, which undeniably 
is a trying dose to swallow, however easy it may be for 
1\11'. Newman to write the prescription. which he thus does 
without any apparent hesitation-" IV/ten the sense of Scrip- 
ture, as interpreted by reason, is contrary to the sense given 
to it by catholic antiquity, we ought to side with tlte latter," 
which is part of " the theory of private judgment," " as," 
he conceives, " the Englislt Church 'maintains it."3 
Weare obliged to him for thus speaking out, because 
after all this there can be no mistake; and we thus 
clearly see what their favourite saying, that" tradition 
teaches and Scripture proves," really means, viz., that 
" tradition teaches and tradition proves," and that prac- 
tically from end to end" tradition" is all in all; and that 
if anyone goes to Scripture, it must be not to ascertain 
what appears to him to be its meaning, but only to try 
to rind in it a confirmation of those doctrines which" tra- 
dition" has delivered to him, and thus, instead of " tradi- 


] lb. p. 
:!.5. 


2 lb. p. 167. 


3 pp. ] (iI), ] (i I. 
pp2 



5
O ,,('mrTtTRF. THE SOLE INrAI,LmLI
 


tion" being used for the confirmation of the doctrines 
derived by us from Scripture, Scripture is put down into 
the subordinate office of affording a confirmation to what 
" tradition" has delivered. 
Patristical tradition may be, and no doubt is, useful in 
leading men to a right interpretation of Scripture, and 
has a moral persuasive power in inducing' them to em- 
brace the truth. But to assert that we must believe only 
in accordance with what tradition tells us is the meaning 
of Scripture, is, in fact, to bring us to tradition as the rulf' 
of hlith. For the very assertion supposes that Scripture 
bears another sense besides that given to it by tradition. 
N ow a man may believe that other sense to be the true 

ense, and that the sense given by tradition in any parti- 
cular point is as far from the true meaning as others 
t ltink his to be. If, then, he is bound to believe the tra.- 
clitional interpretation, and so to believe a doctrine which 
he cannot find in Scripture, and the truth of which 
a}Jpears to him only to rest upon tradition, his faith 
in that doctrine, whatever it be, rests upon tradition, 
and tradition is his rule of faith. It is an oM Roman 
Catholic cavil against us, that to interpret 
cripture L) 
fancy is the same thing as to follow fancy, which is very 
true, though a very futile argument against us. By the 
same argument, then, to interpret Scripture by tradition 
is to foHow tradition. 
And if the views of the Tractators are correct, the loss 
of Scripture altogether would be of no importance. For 
it contains only brief and obscure notices of the truth, 
while "tradition" delivers it clearly and fully. And 
when they speak of tradition as the interpreter of Scrip- 
ture, this cannot be understood as if it had less intrinsic 
authority than Scripture, because they hold it to be, in 
substance, equally the word of God with Scripture. It 
has an authority independent of Scripture, as Boning 
from the same source. Scripture and tradItion are not 
like a law and a judge's interpretation of it, but like two 
authoritative publications of a law, of 'which one is hrief 
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élUÙ obscure, and the other full and clear, of which, there- 
fore, the latter snpersedes the former. 
AIl- this arises, of course, from the supposition that" tra- 
dition" is the word of God, in which case I should quite 
agree with our opponents, that our reason was not to be 
put in competition with it. But :first let it be proved to 
be SO;1 and, at any rate, let us be spared these COIl- 
traùictory statements, that serve only to catch the unwary, 
anù perplex the uninitiated reader, and are so little to the 
credit of our COlUUlon Christianity. 
All these self-contradictions spring from our opponents 
heing committed to two opposite systems. Belonging to 
the Church of England, and striving to make their views 
appear conformable to her articles, while at the same 
time they have embraced and are endeavouring to incul- 
cate doctrines entirely opposed to them, and which they 
were, in fact, intended to repress, their statements are 
often entirely opposed to one another. Thus, the con- 
cession here made about Scripture being the document of 
proof, is evidently forced from them by the 6th Article of 
our Church, while it is one altogether opposed to their 
whole system, and is elsewhere almost ill terms contra- 
dicted. 
I now proceed to notice the oldectiolls which have been 
Lrought against the notion that Scripture is the sole 
authoritative rule of faith. 
Some of these have been already noticed in cOllnexion 
with the subjects of previous chapters. Others I shan 
eOllsiùer when pointing out Scripture as the Judge of 


I The reader may hence el:!timate the value of the observation of Dr. Hook, 
t}mt tIle;y who imply that" the advocates of the Englibh Reformation," as he 
is pleased to term them, "elevate tradition above the ßible, or that they 
place traùition on an equality with it," insinuate .. a gr()s
' and uncharitable 
falsehood." (Yisit. Serm. p. 64.) I shall not imitate Dr. Hook in the use of 
::ouch language, but shall very willingly leave the matter to the common sense 
of mankind to detennine; and that common s
nse will often give as true a 
,erdict as a hasty reasoner, though a divine, wedded to a favourite hypothesis, 
and ii1\ohed in a lahyrinth of high-5olmding word
 and p}lrases which serve 
him ill the place of truth,; nud realities. 
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controversies, and the two principal, viz., the alleged 
imperfection and obscurity of the Scriptures will form the 
subjects of the two following chapters. 
But there are three which I shall notice here. 
First, it is objected that Scripture cannot be the sole 
authoritative rule of faith to men, because a great number 
of men are not qualified to deduce the faith from it. 1 
To this objection we have already replied in a measure, 
but we shall here endeavour to show more fully how idle 
is this cavil against it. Suppose that a great number of 
persons were in such a situation, (which, however, we 
altogether deny, as far as regards the fundamentals of the 
faith,) will that prove that God has given us any other 
infallible guide? 'Vill it make patristical tradition, 
Councils, or Pope, a sure and divine informant? It is 
useless to reply, that if one of them is not so, God has 
not provided us with the means of salvation. For the 
question then would be, what is necessary to salvation? 
Is it necessary for any man to believe more than what 
Scripture plainly teaches 1 It is not for us to argue from 
what we may think it would have been desirable for God 
to do, but to accept with thankfulness what he has done 
for us, and act according to the circumstances in which we 
find ourselves placed. The question, then, as to whether 
Scripture is or is not the sole rule of faith, must be deter- 
mined independently of any such considerations as that 
which is here urged as an objection to its being so consi- 
dered. 
l\Ioreover, such cases could not prove that, to men of 
but common education, Scripture was not well able to 
answer the purpose of a rule; and so, after all, would be 
but cases of a peculiar kind, not affecting our position as 
it regarded persons of any education. 
1\11'. Newman, indeed, tells us, that " the great pro- 
portion even of educated persons have not the accuracy 


I See Mr. Newman, Leet. G, and " A ra.tional account of the doctrine of 
Roman Catholics concerning the Ecclesiastical Guide in Controver:sies of 
Religion, bJ' R. 1-1., 2nd ed. 1673. Disc. ii. c. 5. 
 41. p. 139. 
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of mind requisite for determining" the faith from Scrip- 
ture, (p. 175); and that" Scripture is not so clear as to 
hinder ordinary persons who read it for themselves from 
lJeing Sabellians," &c. (p. 178,) which is as much as to 
say, that the inspired writers of the Gospels have so im- 
perfectly fulfilled their professed task of delivering the 
Gospel to the world, that even educated persons cannot 
tell what they mean; and to lay the blame of any misun- 
derstanding, not upon the corrupt prejudices or careless- 
ness of mankind, but upon inherent obscurity in the 
inspired Scriptures. 
But, further, take the case of even an illiterate man. 
You want to instruct him in the truths of Christianity. 
Can you teach him what they are better than our Lord 
and his Apostles, who wrote the books they have left us 
for the instruction of mankind at large in the doctrines 
of the faith? He \ViII find difficulties in his way (it may 
be said) in acquiring a knowledge of these truths from 
them. 'ViII he find none, then, in your teaching? -\ViJI 
he find 1\11'. Newman's Treatise on Justification, for in- 
stance, an easier way of arriving at the truth than St. 
Paul's account of the doctrine? 
Still further, suppose this illiterate man, wishing to 
arrive at the know ledge of the truth, goes first, (lured by 
the high-sounding terms, " Yicar of Christ," " Church," 
" infallibility," &c.) to a Uomanist for an explanation of 
this doctrine, and being not quite satisfied, (as I hope, 
without offence to our opponents, may be supposed to be 
the case,) turns to 1\11'. Newman, and being so unfortu. 
nate as still not to have found what speaks peace to his 
conscience, turns to other interpreters of the doctrine of 
our Church for aiù, and finds, upon comparison, that all 
three speak different language, and all three stoutly aver 
that patristical tradition is on their side. ''"hat is the poor 
man to do under such circumstances? l\Iay he not, 
without offcnce to our opponents, justly say, I must betake 
myself to that 'which all of you agree to be the word of 
God, and lJclicvc that which sccms to mc to be a.utlwrized 
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by that worù? Nay, I beg to ask, what else can he 
reasonably do? 
Once more, let us suppose such a man to fall unhap- 
pily into the hands of Arians? All the three parties he 
formerly consulted will certainly agree here, but the 
Arians will tell him that they are altogether wrong. 
And here, again, both sides will appeal to patristical tra- 
dition ; and the latter will tell him, that some even of their 
opponents were obliged to allow that the Ante-Nicene 
l:;'athers were against them, and that Arius appealed to 
tradition as in his favour. 'Vhat, then, is he to do here? 
Is it very unreasonable for him to doubt whether any- 
thing brought to him under the name of patristical tradi- 
tion can be considered an unwritten word of God? Is it 
very unreasonable for him to go to what both s!des consi- 
der the word of God, and to think that snch passages as 
declare that "the 'V ord was God," (J ohn i. 1.) that 
"Christ is over all, God blessed for ever," (Rom. ix. 5.) 
that say of him, " Thy throne, 0 God, is for ever and 
ever," (Heb. i. 8,) and that call him" Alpha and Omega, 
the beginning and the ending, which is and which was 
and which is to corne, the Almighty," (Rev. i. 8,) go as 
near to settle the question as all which both sides have 
ever offered him? Is it very unreasonable for the poor 
illiterate man to say, I can unùerstand this, and I know 
it to be Goù's word, and am content; but nine-tenths of 
the arguments which patristical tradition and controver- 
sialists have supplieù me with, are no doubt very learned 
and forcible, but quite beyond my reach, for I know 
nothing of Greek, or the principles of criticism, or any- 
thing of the kind, but still I do think that nothing can 
be plainer than these texts, and therefore I must let those 
"ho will, and can, wrangle on, while I rest here. At any 
rate, this is my safest course, with whatever difficulties it 
may be beset; for though you agree in hardly anything 
else, you all tell me that the Bible is the 'V ord of God, 
anù therefore, if I humbly endeavour to follow that, I am 
surely in the safest path; and when you learned men 
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have settled your differences, I shaH be happy to hear 
from you again. 
But if our opponents say, aU this may be very true, but 
then this poor man is bound to follow " the Church," I 
beg to ask upon whom he is to depend to point out" the 
Church" to him. Christians are as much at variance 
about this as about anything else; and if it be added, that 
the marks of the true Church are such as to carry con- 
viction to the mind of anyone who can reason properly 
on such a matter, then you have turned your poor illi- 
terate man into one able to judge where even able and 
learned men disagree, and therefore surely able to under- 
stand the plain statements of Scripture respecting the 
fundamentals of the faith. And if the catholic Chnrch is 
so easily discerned, will our opponents have the gooùness 
to point it out with a little more precision than they have 
yet done, and then still further tell us (the most important 
point of all) how the voice of tltat Church can be so 
heard by thi
 illiterate man as to be to him an infallible 
guide. Is he to read, or get others to read to him, all 
that the Fathers have written, and thus determine wbat 
is the meaning of Scripture? The very notion is absurd. 
The question, then, is, whether he is to take as his guide 
the word of God itself in the Scriptures, or the opinion 
of men as to the meaning affixed to that word by patristi- 
cal tradition. In one way, God speaks to him imme- 
diately, and tlwt voice can never be heard by man witlwut 
rC71dering!tim responsible for obeying it; in t1Je other, he is 
left at the mercy of fallible men. 
Our opponents, then, may conjure up as many difficul- 
ties as t1Jey please in the way of this poor man's arriviug 
at a correct knowledge of the faith, and difficulties no 
doubt there are, (though, blessed be God, if he be a sin- 
cere and humble-minded inquirer, he has a heavenly 
guide who will not fail him,) but I beg to ask, wlwt CUll 
be the standard of trut/l to surh a man, amidst all the di ver- 
sity of sentiment around him, but !tis Bible? If yon take 
away that as his rule of filith, you lea"e him either at the 
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mercy of the party among whom he happens to be born, 
or to be tossed about without any guide, on a sea of 
opinions upon which the wind is blowing from all quar- 
ters of the compass simultaneously.1 
The 
econd objection which I would here notice is 
this, That heretics, and men advancing erroneous views, 
have always appealeù to Scripture in proof of their errors, 
and therefore that Scripture cannot be the sole rule of 
faith.!Z 
Now, first, this is not true; for, as we have already 
seen, many of the heretics appealed to the interpretation 
of Scripture given by tradition; others appealed to the 
Scriptures in a corrupt and mutilated state, adulterated 
to serve their purposes, (an appeal which is no evidence 
against the assertion tl)at the Scriptures are competent to 
be the sole rule of faith, and moreover to determine con- 
troversies of faith); others tried to deter men altogether 
from the study of the Scriptures; and the appeal, where 
made, was made to a few isolated passages, not to a con- 
nected view of the whole testimony of Scripture upon the 
subject. 3 And much the same may be said of modern 
heretics. 
But suppose it were otherwise, will that prove that 
Scripture is not our sole rule? Because heretics, con- 
scious of the claims of Scripture upon us, have endea- 
voured to make it speak their views, are we to libel the 


I Another objection brought by Mr. Newman, but which it really seems 
unneccssar;y to notice more prominentl;y than in this note, is actuall;y derived 
from the "prejudices" of men, (p. 175,) from the "force prepm!sessions 
h;we in disqualifyinH us fr?m searching Scripture dispassionately for our- 
selves:' (p.180.) So that Scripture cannot be the sole authoritative rule of 
faith, because men will read it under the influence of prejudices and prepos- 
sessions! To state such an argument is to demolish it. That imperfect edu- 
cation, and the prevalence of prejudices and prepossessions, render such teach- 
ing as will instruct the reason of men, and tend to remove their prejudices and 
prcpossessions, most valuable, from whatever quarter it may come, is most 
true, hut the argument derived from them IJY :Mr. Newman is utter1;y un- 
tenahle. 
2 See l\rr. Newm. Leet.7., and ßeIlarm. De Verb. Dei, lib. iv. c.8. 
3 See ch. .5. 1'1'.390 et 6{:q. above. 
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word of God, by accusing it of insufficiency to teach 
men the truth, and he their rule of faith? 'Vhen the 
devil tried to deceive our Saviour by quoting Scripture, 
did our Lord send him to tradition for the truth? Did 
he not, on that as on every other occasion, go to the 
written word as the rule? 

ay, more, when heretics appeal to Scripture, does it 
not tend to show how clearly the common sense of man- 
kind points out Scripture as the rule of faith, when those 
who are condemned by it feel themselves obliged to refer 
to it, and make it appear, if possible, in their favour? 
They, indeed, who do not fear to accuse the Scripture of 
indistinctness and obscurity, may answer this in tbe ne- 
gative; but they who lmve some remaining reverence for 
God's word wiU, I think, hesitate to do so. For surely, 
if men can thus distort the meaning of God's worù, they 
can do the same to the writings of the Fathers, if they 
think it worth their while; and this, indeed, is what has 
been done in some cases by those who cared to obtain the 
support of the Fatbers. 
Of an arguments, then, against the view for which we 
contend, this surely is one of the worst. 
Anù ,,,"hat says our opponents' witness, Bishop Stilling- 
fleet, to it? His Romish antagonist had urged, " that 
our rule of faith is common to all the heresies in the 
world, which pretend Scripture as well as we ;" to which 
the bishop replies, " This is just the old sceptical argu- 
ment against certainty; if there be any such thing as cer- 
tainty, you must assign such a criterion which is not com- 
mon to truth and falsehood; but if you cannot assign 
any such mark of truth which may not as well agree to 
what is false, then there is no such thing as certainty to 
ùe lmù. In matters of this nature the proof must not lie 
in generals, but we must come to particulars, to show the 
grounds of our certainty, viz. as to the Trinity and Incar- 
nation of Christ; anù theIl, if we cannot show why we 
lJclieve thuse points, aUlI reject the opposite hercsic
, as 
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Arianism, Sabellianism, Eutychianism, &c., then we are 
to be blamed for ,,-ant of certainty in these points, but 
not before." 1 
Thirdly, it is objected that men are taught in Scripture 
to look to the pastors of the Church for instruction, and 
therefore that Scripture was not intended to be the sole 
authoritative rule of faith. 
But, I ask, Is the Church to be heard in preference to 
God? If not, Scripture is our guide in all things there 
delivered; and he who beIieves that Scripture says one 
thing and the Church another, and follows the Church, is 
following man in preference to God. God has nowhere 
told us to go to the Church for the meaning of his own 
word. In the Scriptures he has spoken to us plainly, 
and the great duty of the minister of Christ is to Lring 
before those who may be too ignorant or too careless to 
read, or too prejudiced to see, the truths which those 
Scriptures contain. "If any man speak," says the Apos- 
tle, " let him speak as the oracles of God." 
But the ministerial duty of the pastor interferes not 
with the claim of the Holy Scriptures to be the alone 
supreme and divine rule of faith. 'Ve may give their 
full value to the instructions of the pastors of the Church, 
"ithout supposing them to be any part of the rule of 
faith. 
There are some observations on this matter in a treatise 
published by Dr. Clagett (the friend of Archbishop 
Sharp,) and another in the g-reat Popish controversy in 
the time of James II., so judicious and pertinent to our 
present subject, that I shall hêre present the reader with 
an extract from them. 
" Although it be not only every man's right but duty 
also to inquire into the truth, and it be impossible but 
that he must judge for himself at last, yet this does by no 
means void the authority of spiritual guides and gover- 


I Discourse concerning the nature and grounds of the certaint;y of faith, 
] fìS ö , p. 50. 
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nors to lead the people committed to their charge into tIw 
knowledgE' of the truth. For instance, as in a matter of 
so great coucern as the true interpretation of Scripture, I 
am bound to use my own judgment as well as I can, so 
for the same reason I am bound to use all the helps I can 
procure, but especially to hearken to the governors of 
that Church whereof I am a member, which I may cer- 
tainly do \vithout being obliged to follow them, right or 
wrong, unless a man must of necessity put out his own 
eyes because he hopes that he has a good guide. That 
all confusion must needs follow the liberty of private 
inquiry and judgment, is a thing tbat no declamations 
will ever persuade me to believe, when I know the con- 
trary by my own experience. I was baptized and edu- 
cated in this Church of England to the profession of 
Christianity; the Church laid before me, as it does before 
all, her doctrine and worsllip, and has given me means 
and liberty to examine all by tlte Scriptures, and by com- 
mOll principles of religion. I have done this as well as I 
can, and am mightily confirmed in that faith and profes- 
sion which I took up first upon her authority. Now I 
will not presume to say that the Church is obliged to me 
for taking this pains, but I must confess that I am not a 
little obliged to the Church for two things; both for 
instructing me in the sincere truth of religion, and for 
allowing me the liberty and the means to satisfy myself 
tlwt she lias done so; for whether she had taught me a 
doctrine that would bear examination, it had been impos- 
sible for me to know if I had not examined it. And I 
am so sure that I am not the less but the more fast in the 
communion of this Church, and in submission to her 
authority, for having used this liberty, that a man may 
harangue all day long about the mischiefs of this liberty, 
and when he has done, I shall need to ùo no more but to 
oppose my own experience to his flouri
hcs; and it shall 
remaiu true, t11at a Church ,,, hich teaches the truth sin- 
cerely, can do herself no greater right than to atlord aJI 
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manner of means and opportunities to her members to 
examine what she teaches. This, indeed, as well as other 
good things, may be abused, but they that do abuse it 
shall have the worst on it, but the Church is clear of all 
blame. And what our Lord said of"Tisdom, will be true 
of the Church, that she shaH be justified of her children. 
I do not deny that this liberty is very much for the dis- 
advantage of a Church in one case, i. e. if she teaches 
errors instead of truths, and for doctrines the command- 
ments of men; for when this comes once to be fully dis- 
covered, the discovery makes such a wound in her as 
cannot be healed without a reformation, but otherwise she 
shall linger of it till she dies. And therefore this liberty 
of private judgment and inquiring into tlte truth by tlle 
Scriptures, lays a mighty obligation upon all churches to 
Le honest, I mean upon thcir spiritual guides; especially 
since whether they give this liberty or not it will be 
taken more or less; not all the terrors of the world, nor 
fraud joined to force, can totally suppress it . . . . Upon 
the whole matter, I can neither see that tbe free use of 
tbe Scriptures must needs cause schisms, nor that the 
setting up of an infallible guide must needs prevent thcm. 
But I am abundantly convinced that God bas left us no 
infallible judge to determine for us, and that he has left 
us tlte Holy Scriptures to be the Rule of our faith. I 
make not tbe least doubt that God, for infinitely wise and 
good reasons, has given us these means of coming to the 
knowledge of the truth, and not the other. I plainly 
discern this to be one, that t.he means of instruction and 
the evidence of truth which God has afforded us, might 
be a touchstone to distinguish between the sincere aud 
the teachable, between the good and the honest heart on 
the one side, and the insincere and dishonest on the 
other. And sure I am that God has appointed a day of 
judgment, in which he will proceed according to that 
difference, and distinguish between these two, by reward- 
iug the one and punishing the other . . . . The Holy 



RULE AND JUDGE IN RELIGION'. 


591 


Scriptures . . . . are tlle only rule, and will at last prove 
the only means of ending those controversies that disturb 
the peace of the Church." 1 
'Ve shall now pro('eed to show, in like manner, that 
I-Ioly Scripture is the sole infallible Judge of controversies 
respecting the truths of revelation. 
And hcre we shall pursue the same course as before in 
consiJ.ering,- 
I. The true meaning and extent of what is here as- 
serted. 
II. The arguments and objections which may be ad- 
vanced respecting it. 
I. As to the t.rue meaning and extent of the assertion 
that Holy Scripture is the sole infallible Judge of contro- 
versies respecting the truths of revelation. 
By this position, then, we mean that it is in Holy Scrip- 
ture only that 'we can meet with any infallible determina- 
tions respecting the points in dispute. \Vhen contro- 
versies arise, Scripture only can terminate them; and if 
Scripture does not terminate them, it is either because 
they concern things which are not there delivered, and 
which, therefore, do not come to us with the authority of 
divine revelation, or because Scripture is misinterpreted; 
aud in either case there is no furt.her infallible authority 
on earth to appeal to for judgment. 
'Vhen, however, we call Scripture ajudge, we of course 
mcan so far as any written document of the kind can be 
a judge; and this may be a sufficient answer to all the 
objcctions that the Romañists are accustomed to allege 
on tlâs point; who, reckoning up all the things that a 
living judge can do, and showing that some of those 
things Scripture cannot do, draw the conclusion that 
therefore Scripture cannot perform the office of a judge 
of controversies. But it does not follow that, because a 
written law cannot perform all that a living judge can 


I On the authority of General Councils and the Rule of faith, by Dr. 
Clagett and Mr. Hutehinson, in Bishop Gih:ôon'ij Preserve Tit. iv. e. 2. 
pp. 169-ï3. 
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do, that therefore such a law cannot be called, and be to 
a certain e:dent, a judge, and, if there be no other, the 
sole judge. 
It is quite true that the pastors of every Church have a 
subordinate and minist.erial authority to judge even in 
controversies of faith; but they do so, not as infallible 
teachers, but as fallible witnesses to what they deem to 
be the truth. Every Church is justified, and more than 
justified, in laJing down a confession of faith which may 
separate her from unorthodox communions, and keep her 
own clear of vital error. But if she knows her duty, she 
does not do it in the presumptuous spirit of one who chal- 
lenges infallibility, either from lwr own character, or as a 
witness of" tradition." 
I see no reason, therefore, why we should. not with tlte 
Fathers (as I shall hereafter show) give this appellation 
to Scripture; though, if it be made a question of words, 
we should be quite willing to substitute "standard of 
judgment," or any similar phrase that might be thought 
more appropriate to a written document; or to say wit h 
Chillingworth, that it is "the rule to judge controverl:;Ïes 
by;" only protesting against anything else being lifted 
into the chair thus yacated. 
"r e are here speaking, of course, of what exists upon 
earth; for otherwise, and speaking generally, Chrjst alone, 
as he is the Head of the Church, so is he the Supreme 
Judge of controversies in it: and indeed it is on this 
ground that we give to Scripture, as alone infallibly con- 
veying to us his word, the place of supreme judge 011 
earth; while we allow to the ministers of his Church the 
privilege of being subordinate and ministerial judges. 
Let us consider, 
II. The arguments and objections which may be ad- 
vanced respecting this truth. 
(1.) From Scripture. 
The foundation upon which this truth rests is, as we 
have seen, briefly this; That as God is the only infallible 
J ndge of controYer
ies in religion, and as his voice call 
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be recognized with certainty only in the Holy Scriptures, 
those Scriptures are consequent1y our only infaHible 
Judge of controver
ies on earth. 
'Yhat we have here to show, then, is, that they are re- 
ferred to in Scripture as bearing tbat character, or as 
being of a nature suitable for that purpose. 
Thus, then, are they referred to even in the Old Tes- 
tament ;.-.!." 'Yhen they shaH say unto you, seek unto 
them that have familiar spirits . . . should not a people 
seek unto their God 1" And how are they to seek unto 
their God, to know his will in the matter? By going 
" to the law and to the testimony" for direction and judg- 
ment, for tl1Ìs is the rule by which all other informants 
are to be tried; and" if they speak not according to this 
word, it is because there is no light in them." (Is. xx. ] 9, 
20.) 
Our Lord himself not unfrequently appeals to them as 
performing the office of a judge. "He that believeth 
not," he says, "is condemned already, because he hath 
not believed in the name of the only begotten Son of 
God." (John iii. 18.) How has God thus already con- 
demned such 1 By the sentence recorded in his Scrip- 
tures; as the Apostle. says, " The Scripture hath concluded 
all _under sin, that the promise by faith of Jesus Christ 
might be given to them that believe." (Gal. iii. 22.) The 
Scripture is so formed as to act as a judge upon earth in 
such a case, and publish God's sentence. 
Ap:ain, he sends the 
adducees to the Scripture as de- 
termining the doctrine of the resurrection. "As touching 
the dead, that they rise, have ye not read in the book of 
}\[oses, how in the bush God spake unto him, saying, I 
am the God of Abraham, and the God of Isaac, and the 
God of Jacob? He is not the God of the dead, but the 
God of the living: ye tlterefore do greatly err." (:\fark 
xii. 26, 27.) And in like manner he sends the Jews to 
the Scripture for judgment respecting himself, and his 
claim
 UpOll their belief. "Search the 
criptures, for in 
them ye think ye have eternallif(', and they are they that 
,rOLe J. Q Q 



594 8CmPTl:RE THE SOLE INF ALLIßLE 


testify of me." (John v. 39.) And he tells them that the 
judgment given by the writings of l\Ioses so clearly con- 
demned them for their unbelief, that they might be said 
to accuse them before the Father. "Do not think tbat 
I will accuse you to the Father; there is one that accu- 
seth you, even l\Ioses, in whom ye trust. For had ye 
believed l\Ioses, ye would have believed me; for he wrote 
of me. But if Je believe not his writings, how shall ye 
believe my words?" (John v. 45-7.) The judgment 
given in the writings of 
Ioses, then, was sufficiently clear 
in favour of our Lord, in the judgment of God, to make 
the Jews guilty, if they did not so understand them; and 
receive him, of whom they testified. There is no impos- 
sibility, then, that Scripture may be variously interpreted 
by men, and yet give in the sight of God an amply suffi- 
cient and clear judgment, to bring those in guilty before 
him who do not interpret it aright. And the reason is 
plain; because, in all important points, men are prevented 
only by their own prejudices, corruption, or carelessness, 
from rightly understanding it. 
On another occasion he speaks, if possible, still more 
clearly of his own word, that word which is recorded in 
the Gospels, as bearing that character. "He that re- 
jecteth me, and receiveth not my words, hath one t!tat 
judgeth him: the word that 1 have spoken, the same shall 
judge him in the last day." (John xii. 48.) That word we 
possess in the Scriptures. 
Shall we say, then, that the Scriptures containing that 
word are insufficient, and ill calculated to act as a judge 
now to us on earth, when we are told expressly tlJat that 
word will be our judge at the future day of account? Is 
it not equally calculated to act as a judge now to us on 
earth, as it will be at the future day of account at the bar 
of Christ? And ifby that word we are to be then judged, 
then the statements of that. word are clear and determi- 
nate, and sufficient of themselves to determine all (,OllÌro- 
versies on the essentials of the gospel at least; and it will 
be our wisdom to use it now for the same purpose, and 
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" judge ourselves" by it; making that our rule of judg- 
ment here, by which we are to be judged hereafter. And 
if this is done with simplicity anù sincerity, and prayer to 
God for his blessing, we know, from the promises of a 
faithful God, that such an inquirer shall not err funda- 
mental1y. 
To these passages we might add those which speak of 
the efficacy and power of God's word in enlightening and 
influencing the mind, an tending to show the suitableness 
of Scripture to act in this character. 
Thus the Apostle Paul speaks of the word of God as 
" effectualJy working in those that believe," (1 Thess. ii. 
13,) and as "quick and powerful and sharper than any 
two-edged sword, piercing even to the dividing asunder 
of soul and spirit, and of the joints and marrow, and is a 
discerner of the thoughts and intents of the heart." 
(Heb. iv. 12.) 
I proceed to notice, 
(2.) The arguments and objections which may be de- 
rived from general considerations. 
First, then, I argue thus :-God alone can infal1iLly 
det.erll1i
le controversies in religion, but men in general 
have no sufficient certainty of hearing his voice anywhere 
but in the 
criptures; and therefore, the sole infal1ible 
judge of such controversies in the present state is Scrip- 
ture. Taking into consideration only the systcm of the 
Tractators, it undeniably fol]ows, that if "tradition" 
is not the word of God, and that God's word alone is 
infallible, (which, I suppose, will not be disputed) what- 
ever cavil may be urged against Scripture as unable to 
pronounce judgment so as to end controversy, it alone 
can act the part of an infallible judge in such matters. 
For all that we have to consider in finding such a judge 
is, first, where the supreme authority for pronouncing a 
decision rests, and then, how we are to obtain that deci- 
sion; and if we are forced to allow that such authority 
is in God alone, and that we have no assurance of hcaring 
his voice anywhere but in the 
criptures, it neccssarily 
QQ2 
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follows that Scripture only can give any infallible deter- 
mination respecting the point in dispute. If there is no 
decision on the matter recorded there, there is no cer- 
tainly-divine testimony concerning it, and if the matter is 
not plainly delivered there, it is not plainly revealed to 
us, and no man can be required to believe more than is 
there said. respecting it. 
1\Ian may be the medium through whom a knowledge 
of the determinations of Scripture may be conveyed, i. e. 
he may deliver them to me from Scripture, and point out 
to me those passages upon which his views chiefly rest, 
and I may be brought to the belief of a doctrine upon 
that testimony; but the proof of the doctrine rests entirely 
upon the authority of Scripture, and not in the testimony 
of the bearer that such and such is the meaning of Scrip- 
ture, from whatever source that interpretation may be 
derived. 
Secondly,-That Scripture is the sole authoritative 
judge in controversies of faith that respect fundamental 
points, follows from the fact that there is no other judge 
whose orthodoxy can be assumed without proof, and con- 
sequently without our ascertaining, in the first instance, 
that for which we want a judge. 
The catholic consent of the primitive church to which 
our opponents send us, is, as we have shown, a mere 
dream of the imagination. The faith of the catholic 
Church cannot be so adequately witnessed to us as to 
make any producible representation of it an infallible 
guide. Freed.om from fund.amental error could only be 
assumed of the catholic consent of the Church, either as 
the whole bod.y of professing Christians, or as the body 
of true believers-" the blessed company of all faithful 
people." Taking the word "Church" in either of these 
senses, we may justly say, that the catholic consent of the 
Church would be 
if we could. ascertain it) an infallible 
guide. But in neither of these senses is it attainable. 
And hence, it is absurd to t
lk of the Church, of any 
age, being an infallible guide to the truth, even as a wit- 
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ness, Lecause, taking the word Church in that sense in 
which alone infallibility could be predicated of it, its wit- 
ness is unattainable, and so cannot Le a guide at all to us. 
Nay, even in the highest points, not only is catholic 
consent incapable of proof, but the partial consent ad- 
duced is met by counter-statements, pleading an opposing 
witness of equal authority. 
For instance, take the case of Arian, N estorian, or 
Pelagian errors. Arius, as we have seen, appealed to 
antiquity as in his favour, and not only were there several 
dissentients to the decision come to at Nice, but not long- 
after, at another Council composed of nearly twice as 
many bishops, the opposite doctrine was lItuintained. Can 
'we appeal, then, to the decision of the Nicene Council as 
inf.'tHible, as binding the conscience to belief, as authori- 
tative? Augustine knew better than to do so. 'V hen 
disputing with l\Iaximinus the Arian, what is his lan- 
guage? "But now," he says, [i. e. while arguing this 
question] "neither ought I to bring forward the Nicene 
Council, nor you tlwt of Arirninurn, as if we could tltUS 
settle tlte question. Neither /Ray I be held by tlte authority 
of the one, nor you by tIle authority of the otlter. TYe lIlust 
argue tlte matter point with point, cause with cause, reason 
with reason, BY AUTHORITIES OF SCRIPTrRE, witnesses not be- 
lunging to any party, but common to both."1 'Yas not this, 
then, to make Scripture the Judge of the controversy? 
N ow this decision of the Council of Nice is, perhaps, 
the best entitled of anything that has come down to us 
from the primitive Church to be considered as speaking 
the language of the catholic Church. If, then, this must 
be given up, as not in itself binding the conscience to 
belief, is there anything- else that can be said to do so? 
The case is precisely similar as it respects the Nestorian 


I Sed nunc nec ego Nicænum nee tu debes Ariminense tan quam præjudica- 
turus proferre concilium. N ec ego hujus auctoritate nec tu illius detineris ; 
Scripturarum auctoritatibus, non quorum que propriis sell utrisquc communibus 
testibus, res cum re, caussa cum caussa, ratio cum ratione concertet. Aug. 
contra l\Iaximinum Arian. lib. H. c. 14. 
 3. Ed. Dened. tom. viii. col. 704. 
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and Pelagian errors. N estorius appealed to antiquity, 
and to this day his party form a large episcopal commu- 
nion, claiming descent from the Apostles as much as any 
other. 'Vith respect to Pelagian errors, we have already 
seen that patristical testimony was appealed to as in their 
favour, and that the appeal was not destitute of founda- 
tion, to say the least. 
'Ve must take heed not to be deceived by names and 
words, nor to take it for granted that this or that body 
forms" the Church," from our having been accustomed 
to attach that title to it. The Apostolic admonition to 
every man is, " Prove all things, hold fast that which is 
good." It is easy to claim a high-sounding name, and 
then, on the strength of it, condemn others. But we 
must recollect tlwt the name "Church" has been claimed 
by all parties, and all have professed to be attached to and 
defenders of the doctrines of the Church of Christ, and al- 
most all parties have more or less claimed patristical tradi- 
tion as in their favour. "Then, then, we attach the name 
Church to this or that body, if we mean it to apply to one 
deserving of being followed as a guide, we must have some 
sufficient reason to give in proof of its being entitled to 
that name, and what sufficient reason can there be which 
does not include orthodoxy in the fundamentals of the 
faith, and orthodoxy that is not overlaid by the addition 
of fundamental errors? 
All that we can obtain for any age, as the testimony of 
the Church, is the witness of a certain number of indi- 
vidual::, or representative bodies, and this witness may, 
in some cases, be entitled to considerable respect, as 
doubtless it is in the case of the primitive Church; but in 
no case can be authoritative over the conscience. The 
orthodoxy of such witnesses must be proved before we 
can accept their testimony as authoritative, and then, 
their office of judge has been forestalled. 
Do we, then, maintain that we cannot speak of the 
Universal Church having held or ordained this or that? 
nor that tlJib is an argument in favour of what is so sup- 
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ported? By no means, taking the words in a general 
sense. But let us understand what meaning must be 
affixed to the words, and how f.1.r the argument is tenable. 
\Vhen we speak thus, we speak of that which we hold to 
be the Universal Church, and moreover, of decisions which 
can only, in a general and popular sense, be reckoned 
decisions of the Universal Church, for the proof of their 
being such is wholly lacking. 
And in matters of discipline and non-essential points of 
faith, much is to be allowed to the authority, not merely 
of the Universal Church as far as it can be ascertained, 
but of any pure portion of it. The God of peace and 
order requires this of us. \Ve are not to divide and 
throw into confusion a Scriptural Church for the indulg- 
ence of our own humours in such points. But in funda- 
mental points the case is different. 'Yhen arguing with 
an Arian, or abstractedly on tbe subject of Ariall, or 
other fundamental errors, it is a mere deception to talk 
of the Universal Church being. of a contrary mind. 'Ve 
must decide these points before we can know who consti- 
tute the Universal Church, that is, the orthodox Universal 
Church, which alone could be a guide. 
Before we can admit a claim made for any individuals, 
or any body of men, to be a summary Judge of contro- 
versies of f.'lith, we must ascertain that they are orthodox 
in the faith, and therefore ascertain from an independent 
source, what the orthodox faith is; after which we need 
not their decision. 
And still further, if we are looking for a safe guide, we 
must also ascertain that the fundamentals are not over- 
laid, as in the Church of Home, withfundamentaZ error, 
endangering the salvation of all who are in ber commu- 
nion; for, as Bishop Sanderson says, "The doctrinal 
errors of the Church of Rome do not directly and imme- 
. diately overthrow the foundation of faith, as the heresy of 
the Arian Churches did, but 7twdiateZy and by NECESSARY 
CONSEQt.:'ENCE they do, as in the points of merits, mass, 
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transubstantiation," &c. 1 And so Archbishop Laud, " .A 
church may hold the fundamental point literally, and as 
long as it stays there, be without controul, and yet err 
grossly, dangerously, nay, da1Jmably, in the exposition of it. 
AND THIS IS THE CHURCH OF RO:l\:1E'S CASE."2 And there- 
fore he tells us, "There's peril, great peril of damnable, 
both schism and heresy, and other sin, by living and dying 
in the Roman faith, tainted with so many superstitions, as 
at this day it is, and their tyranny to boot." ,. I do, in- 
deed, for my part, leaving other men free to their own 
judgment, acknowledge a possibility of salvation in the 
Roman Church; but so as that which I grant to Roman- 
ists is not as they are Romanists, but as they are Chris- 
tians, that is, as they believe the Creed, and hold the foun- 
dation, Christ himself, not as they associate themselves 
wittingly and knowingly to the gross superstitions of the 
Homish Church." "All Protestants unanimously agree 
in this, tlwt t!tere is great peril of damnation for any man 
to live and die ill tlte Roman persuasion; and you are not 
able to produce anyone Protestant that ever said the 
contrary. And therefore, that is a most notorious slan- 
der, where you say, that they \vhich affirm this peril of 
damnation are contradicted by their own more learned 
brethren."3 Such is the church of which our opponents 
say, " We are at peace witlt Rullte,"4 and call this senti- 
ment Anglicanism. 
\Vhere, then, I ask, amidst all this diversity of sent.i- 
mcnt, this clashing of Fathers and Councils and rival 
"Churches," where is there any secure resting-place for 
the sole of the foot but in the ark of God's written word, 
which, amidst the angry waves of controversy, floats calm 
anù uninjured above all, bearing over them, in perfect 
safety, all those who have, in reliance UpOIl tlte divine pro- 
mises, !tumbly taken refuge in it, and as the waters of con- 


I Disc. conceming the Church, 1688, p. 17. 
:i Answer to Fisher, 
 37, No.5. 
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fusion swell around it, is only exalted by them to a higher 
elevation, and more distinctly exhibited as the only place 
of safety and peace. 
Thirdly,-The claims of Scripture to be the sole infal- 
lible Judge of controversies of faith, are strongly sup- 
ported by the fact, allowed by all, that the words of Scrip- 
ture only are inspired. 
This concession (which cannot be withheld) is most 
important. For in the delivery of doctrines, especially 
those of a more mysterious nature, accuracy in the 
x- 
pressions used is essential to the conveying accurate ideas 
to the mind of the reader. And when anyone who has 
himself only a certain portion of light with respect to them, 
attempts to convey a notion of them to others, even though 
he may have been correctly instructed in them, he is con- 
tinually liable to be using expressions open to miscon- 
struction and capable of an unorthodox sense. It is more 
than probable that he lllay have in his eye some error 
opposed to the truth which he is delivering, and to avoid 
the error he uses language open to error of an opposite 
kind. This is a defect which we continually meet with 
in the Fathers, anù in tbe points which were the chief 
objects of dispute in the early Church, viz., those connected 
with the person of Christ. The consequence is, that it is 
impossible to prove their consent in them, even where 
they may have consented. In the ùoctrines of religion, 
therefore, we want the expressions dictated by the Divine 
luind, because in them only we have a representation of 
those doctrines which we can be sure is free from error, 
and which needs only a strictly fair interpretation to lead 
liS to a know ledge of the truth. Hence St. Paul re- 
minds us, that when the Apostles delivered the mysteries 
of God, they spoke "not in the worùs which man's \\ is- 
dom teacheth, but which the floly Ghost teacheth." 
(1 Cor. ii. 18.) These expressions we can find in Scri}J" 
ture only. It is not pretended that patristical tradition 
can furni::;h u::; with the c2I.prcssiou::; of the oral teacbiug 
of the Apo::;tlcs. AmI hcnce Scripture has peculiar claims 
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on this ground to be considered the final and sole infalli- 
ble Judge of controversies of faith. 
But our opponents have various objections to urge on 
this head. 
First,-The Scripture cannot be the sole judge of con- 
troversies, because it does not carry with it its own inter- 
pretation; which, in other words, is saying that, even in 
the fundamental points of faith, it is not intelligible. 
"The Bible," says 
Ir. Newman, " is not so written as 
to force its meaning upon the reader ;" and therefore the 
notion of" the Bible without note or comment being the 
sole authoritative judge in controversies of faith, is a self- 
destructive principle." (Lect. pp. 34, 5.) "They must 
either give up their maxim about the Bible and the Bible 
only, or they must give up the Nicene formulary. The 
Bible does not carry with it its own interpretation." (lb. 
p. 292) "rrhat Scripture," says Bellarmine, "is not the 
judge, is evident; because it admits different meanings, 
and cannot tell us which is the right one." (BellaI'm. De 
V. D. iii. c. 9.) 
Now here 
Ir. Newman has almost saved me the 
trouble of making any reply, for he has supplied some- 
thing very like one himself; for, as he justly remarks 
elsewhere,-" It surely may be maintained, not only that 
the Scriptures have but one direct and unchangeable 
sense, but that it is su('!t as in all greater matters to make 
aforcible appeal to the mind, when fairly pnt before it, and 
to impress it u.itlt a conviction of its being tlte true one." (p. 
165.) Truly so; and I think it might be considered a 
sufficient answer to the objection; for though there is the 
saving clause" when fairly put before the mind," yet surely 
this "forcible appeal" and "impression conveying con- 
viction," can only be supposed in the case of Scripture 
distinctly and clearly pointing out its own sense; for if I 
say that such a book teaches this or that doctrine, and 
when the book is perused its teaching is so in favour of 
that doctrine, as to make a" forcible appeal to the mind u 
of mCll, "and illlprc::;s it with a conviction" of its being 
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there taught, that doctrine must be clcarly pointed out 
there; and consequently, in the case of any man of suffi- 
cient education to know the meaning of its words, there 
can be no need of any authoritative interpreter, or of my 
insisting upon being heard first, lest he should attach a 
different meaning to them. 
But further; upon what is this objection grounded? It 
stands upon the tacit supposition that the fundamental 
doctrines of the faith are so doubtfully stated in Scripture, 
that men may u.itlt reason attach different meanings to 
the statements there made respecting them. Now this, 
we maintain, is utterly at variance with the objects which 
the Evangelists had in view in penning the gospels, and 
therefore contradicted by the fact of their being the sub- 
jects of divine inspiration for the purpose of enabling 
them to communicate the tltith clearly and faithfully to 
mankind. The diversity of sentiment prevailing among 
men on points of faith, as it respects the fundamentals, 
arises, we contend, not froUl the language of Scripture being 
duLious,-for in all such points (as the Fathers witness) it 
is clear and plain,-but froUl the preconceived notions and 
prejudices of men, who come not to the Scriptures with 
humility and simplicity of mind, seeking the truth in sin- 
cerity. These truths are stated in Scripture, so as to con- 
vince all who are willing to receive them; and such only 
are in a condition to receive them, from whatever quarter 
they lUay be proposed to them. They are placed before 
men, as our Lord's teaching and miracles were to the 
Jews. There is sufficient evidence for the conviction of 
all who are open to the reception of the truth. The word 
of God makes a "forcible appeal" to the conscience in 
hehalf of the truth. And this is alJ the force which comes 
from a Divine source. And the truth having thus been 
clearly placed before lUen, they are responsible to God 
for their conduct with respect to it. N or does their re- 
jection of it, autJ misinterpretation of the Scriptures to 
mept their own views, any more prove that the Scriptures 
are insufficient to convey the truth to the minds of illl M 
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partial men, than the rejection of our Lord by the Jews, 
and the different opinions entertained respecting him, 
prove that he gave insufficient evidence of the truth of 
his divine mission. 
And when Mr. Newman says that" we must give up 
our maxim about the Bible and the Bible only, or we 
must give up the Nicene formulary," he, in fact, says that 
the Bible does not speak the language of the Nicene for- 
mulary so as to give any proof of its truth; which leaves 
to that formulary nothing but an uncertain tradition to 
rest upon, and thereby overthrows the only sure founda- 
tion upon which the orthodox faith is founded. 
And still further, they who will persist in perverting 
Scripture to speak their own views, will as readily make 
antiquity speak them too, wlten it is worth their while to 
do so. And of this we have, as has been already observed, 
divers pregnant instances. 
Let us hear our opponent's witness, Bishop 
tillingfleet. 
"They [i. e. the Romanists] grant," he says, "that there 
is a great difference in the points contained in Scripture, 
of which some are allowed to be simply necessary to sal- 
vation, as those which are required to baptism; and Bel- 
larmine yields, 'That all these points are certainly con- 
tained in Scripture, and were the things which the 
Apostles constantly preached to all people;' who cannot 
be denied to have been capable of understanding these 
things, when they heard them preached; and lLOW could 
they lose the capacity of understanding them, when tltey were 
written? And if they might still understand them, then 
the Scripture hath no such mysterious knots; but all points 
necessary to salvation may be understood by the people. 
So that as to these points of greatest importance, the Scrip- 
ture must be left a.
 a legacy to all Christians, and not only 
to the guides of the Church. But J. S. craves leave to 
explain himself; and it is great pity to deny it him. 
, l\Iistake me not,' saith he, 'I do not mean Scripture's 
letter is not clear in such passages as concern morality . . . 
but in dogmatical points or tenets which arc spiritual and 
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oftentimes profound mysteries, as a Trinity, Christ's God- 
head, the real presence of his body in the sacrament, and 
such like, and in such as these, our rule is not intelligible 
enough to keep the followers of it from erring.' [Precisely 
the argument of our opponents.] I answer, Either the 
Apostles preached these points to all persons as necessary 
to their sal vation, or they did not. If not, how come 
they to be necessary to be believed now? If they did, 
then the people were capable of understanding them 
when they heard them; and therefore may as well under- 
stand tit em when they read tltem. [l\Ianifestly taking it 
for granted that they are as fully and clearly delivered in 
the Scriptures, as in the oral preaching of the .Apostles.] 
I do not mean the manner as to the Trinity and Incarna- 
tion, (as to Transubstantiation, I know not.hing in Scrip- 
ture about it, either as to thing or manner,) but the reve- 
lation of such a doctrine. So that if these points be 
owned to be necessary to salvation, they must be so })lain, 
that men may understand their duty to believe them. 
For that is the bound I keep myself within, that all 
t11Ïngs necessary to salvation are so plain, that we may 
be certain of our duty to believe them; but if not, we 
may err without prejudice to our salvation."1 
Secondly, it is objected that Scripture cannot be the 
sole authoritative Judge of controversies, because in all 
the principal controversies of faith, the meaning of Scrip- 
ture is the great point in controversy, and both silles 
claim Scripture as in their favour; and thus no contro- 
versy can be decided. 
"'The Bible," says 1\11'. Newman, " is 110t so written as 
to force its meaning upon the reader; no two Protestant 
sects can agree together whose interpretation of tlle Bible 
s to be received." . . . . "Accordingly" "the notion 
of the Bible, without note or comment, being the sole au- 
thoritative judge in contrO\. ersies of fitith, is a self-destruc- 
tive principle." (pp. 34, 5.) And so among BcHarmine's 
reasons why Scripture cannot be the judge, i:s this, that 
" the q llestion is concerning the intcrpretatioll of Scrip- 
I Disc. concerning nature and grounds of certainty of faith, pp. 81-83. 
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ture, and it cannot interpret itself." (De Verb. Dei, lib. iii. 
c. 9.) 
But this objection proves nothing more than that there 
are persons who misinterpret Scripture. It is no proof 
that it is not a very sufficient judge of such controversies; 
and still less any proof that it is not the sole infallible 
judge that God has given us. Nay, when we consider 
how ma.ny feelings there are in the natural mind, tending 
to alienate it from the love of the truth as revealed in 
the gospel, and how many impediments there are to a re- 
ception of it, can it be a matter of surprise to us that a 
revelation, the true meaning of which has so much oppo- 
sition to contend with, should be variously interpreted? 
its mysteries eXplained a\vay, and its truths lowered to 
the standard of men's corrupt imagination? And is it to 
be argued, that because of this, that is, because men can- 
not be brought to see and confess the truths there re- 
vealed, the revelation is insufficient to show men the 
truth? The question is not whether men interpret the 
Bible yariously, but whether, that being the case, the fault 
is not in man, and not in the Bible being fairly open to 
different interpretations in the essentials of the faith. 
1\Iark the consequence of such reasoning as our oppo- 
nents here adopt. It follows from it, that on none of all 
the various points that heretics have eyer controverted, is 
Scripture clear enough to decide the dispute. For in- 
stance, Scripture tells us that" thc "-ord was made flesh, 
and d\"elt among us ;" from which imvartial men would, 
we suppose, be ready to think that the Scripture plainly 
declared thereby, at least as much as this, that Christ ap- 
peared in human nature. But no, we must not draw any 
such conclusion; tor the Valentinians and others did not 
receive this truth, and gave another interpretation to sllch 
Scriptures; and thereforc we must not appeal to Scrip- 
ture as determining this point. And so we might run 
through almost every truth in the Christian system; and 
because it has been denied by some who have professed to 
receive the Scriptures, say that the Scriptures do not dis- 
tinctly determinc the matter. 
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Thus again, for instance, Scripture says that" The 'V orù 
was God," &c. The Catholics, therefore, conclude from this 
passage, that Christ must be, in some sense at least, God. 
But the Socinians explain such texts so as to comport with 
a denial of the divinity of the Son in any sense. Hence, 
say our opponents, we can draw no certain conclusions 
from such texts. That is, if a man chooses to assert that 
two and two luake five, we must obtain some infallible 
mathematician to decide between us, before it can be de- 
termined satisfactorily that two and two make four. And 
mark the triumphant reply of the Socinian; Ire will say, 
You grant, then, that the Scriptures may not unreasonably 
or nbsurdly be considered to have the meaning which I 
have attributed to them. I am content, therefore; for I 
leave tradition to those who like it, and abide by what I 
have good reason to believe to be the word of God. Give 
me the Bible, and I wiJ] willingly give you tradition. 
Nay, further, as we have so often had occasion to ob- 
serve, if we go to tradition, so do ot11ers. Tlw Arians, 
the N estorians were loud in their appeal to tradition; and 
some of the orthodox have admitted that their appeal was 
not without reason. 
., In the Samosatenian, Arian, Pelagian, N estorian, 
and Eutychian contrO\Tersies," says Bishop Stillingfleet, 
" neither of the parties disowned Scripture or tradition; 
and those who were justly conùemned, pretended still to 
adhere to both. ..1nd if such flames conld not be pre- 
vented so much nea.rer the Apostles times by the help of 
tradition, wbat reason can there be to expect it so long 
after ?" 1 
l\Ir. .Newman himself allows that the judgment of the 
Fathers may be most easily evaded or perverted, if there 
be the inclination to ùo so; being forced thereto by the 
use made of the Fathers by the Homallists. "Romanists," 
he says, " are ohligcd by their professions to appeal to 
antiquity, and they therefore do so. But enough has 


I StiIIillgflcet's Discourse on nature and grounds of the cCl'tainty of faith, 
p. II 1. 
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been said already to suggest, that where men are indis- 
posed towards such an appeal, where they determine to 
be captious, and take exceptions, and act the disputant 
and sophist rather than the earnest inquirer, it admits of 
easy Ct'asion, and may be made to conclude anything or 
nothing." (Lect. p. 68.) In other words, where men are 
so inclined, the Fathers may be alleged in support of 
opposite views as well as the Scriptures. How is it, then, 
that they are able to end controversies any more than the 
Scriptures 1 The Nicene Creed itself has received an 
unorthodox int(rpretation. 1 The fact is, that to attempt 
to bind heresy by words, is as useless as to try to bind it 
with chains. 
The Romanists, seeing all this, urge the necessity of 
some infallible judge being ever present with the Churcll 
to decide what Scripture and" tradition" do really deliver; 
and upon the principle of our opponents, that nothing is 
clear, nor can be a rule of faith or judge of controversies, 
about the meaning of which men disagree, there is no 
douht wanting some court of appeal of that kind. And 
our opponents, though they would hardly admit that they 
have embraced this doctrine, yet often practically come 
very near it. I say often, because their language, and 
especially that of 1\11'. Newman, is so contradictory, and 
assumes such opposite forms, as to be perfectly Protean. 
But to avoid the necessity of a direct assertion of the 
infallibility of the present Church in delivering tradition, 
they ingeniously try to get over the diijiculty by declaring. 
that " tradition" is perfectly clear and indisplltable, " a 
fact obvious to the intelligence of inquirers," when the 
only fact certain is, that people are all at variance 
aùout it. 
1\Iostjustly, however,has an able Roman Catholic writer, 
quoted in a former page,2 observed, when defending the 


1 See Dupin (Dublin cd.) vol. i. p. 6.35. col. 2. Bub fin., and tlle works of 
Whiston. 

 Dr. Hawardine. See pp. lOG, 7, abO\c. 
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posItIOn, tbat " some control-'ersies of religion may be de- 
cided by the Holy Sc'ripture alone," (instancing, among 
others, that "against the Socinians, that Chr
st had a 
being Lefore he was conceived of the Blessed Virgin,'")- 
" If controversies were not decided but only when they 
are ended, few woul e } be decided by the Scripture alone. 
For it seldom happens that clamours and debates are 
silenced by being condemned. l\Iuch less can t.his be 
expected from the word of God alone. For whilst men 
have their passions about them, they will either pronounce 
the Scripture itself apocryphal, or put it upon the rack 
that it may not bring them in guilty. A dispute is de- 
cided wlwn tlie case is fairly and peremptorily judged by 
due authority. But it ends not commonly till the dispu- 
tants please. .And it seldom or never comes to this till 
those that are in the wrong be either di
'ested of their pas- 
sions or DIRECTED BY FEAR." ['Vhich is true enough, and 
so the Romanists take the lalter course for ending con- 
troversies.) . . . . . " The Socinians, (if sincere,) without 
seeing their error, give a forced interpretation to all the 
texts of Scripture which prove the immortality of human 
souls, and that the Word had a being before it was made 
flesh. But in rigonr, a controversy is then decided when 
nothing Lut a strong prejudice can hinder a man from 
seeing that it is really determined. For a trifling reply 
is no reply at all." To which he adds,-" Eence Dr. 
Stillingfteet's exceptiolJs against an Scripture proofs, for 
the unerring authority of the Catholic Church in neces- 
saries, are no demonstration that this point is not decided 
by the Scripture." I 
1"'he last paragraph win, perhaps, explain how it hap- 
pened that he came to make remarks so adapted for the 
confutation of one ?f the favourite arguments of his own 
party; but they are perfectly just, and douhly forcible 
from the mouth of a Homanist. 


I The rule offaith truly stated, 1721. 12mo. Pt. iii. pp. 290-295. 
VOL. I. R R 
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And we find here a very sufficient reply to the whole 
of R. H.'s elaborate ironical " Plea of the Sociniall," in 
l1Ìs " Guide in Controversies;" for the whole of it amounts 
to this, that upon the Protestant principles the Socinian 
will always have something to say for himself; he will aver 
that he has read the Scriptures, and they appear to him 
to favour his view, &c. &c., and tbat the Romish, mode of 
settling the dispute will alone silence him. I answer, 
'Yhat then? Our object is not to silence but to convince; 
and does it show that the controversy is not decided, 
because the Socinian declares that he is not convinced? 
And I notice this the rather, because our opponents often 
use the same argument. 
That the Scripture, therefore, cannot be expected to 
end controversies, that is, to put a stop to them, is most 
true; nor will anything else of the kind, as the declara- 
tion of the Apostle, " There must be heresies," (l Cor. 
xi. 19,) may teach us. There is but one way of ending 
controversies, and that it is to be hoped win evermore be 
left in the hands of Rome. To end thcm by persuading 
all men of the truth, is a work which One only can per- 
form, even that omnipotent Spirit who alone can give the 
spiritual discernment necessary to enable men rightly to 
discern spiritual things. (I Cor. ii. I--i.) 
Still further; we find that the very hearers themselves 
of our Lord and his Apostles, who possessed the reality of 
this tradition to which we are referred in all its fullless 
and purity, propagated divers errors as part of the Chris- 
tian faith. If, then, a reference to tbe Bible in support 
of error proves that the Bible does not plainly state the 
truth, it follows, by the same reasoning, from the above 
fact, that the truth was never plainly delivered at all; 
for the argument is, that when truth is plainly delivered, 
every man who hears must receive and embrace it, and 
cannot, through prejudice or any other cause, distort 
what is delivered to a different meaning than tbe one 
intended; which is just the old Romish argument, that 
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" men neyer question things that arc evident;" 1 to whicl. 
Bishop Stillingfleet very j ust1y replies, that C( there may he 
sufficient evidf'nce where all men are no1 persuaded by it."2 
Nay, more; this very objection appears to me to sup- 
port the view for which we contend. For the fact that 
Christians are so divided as to the meaning of the Scrip- 
tures, while they all agree as to the inspiration of the 
Scriptures, seems at once to point out the 
criptures as 
the sole inf.:'l1lible guide. For they who are so dividcd in 
opinion among themselves cannot be our guiùe; and if 
we are compelled to make a selection from among them, 
how can we do it but by the guidance of the inspired 
volume? There is no note, independent of doct'rlne, hy 
which we can ascertain ",110 are the genuine followers of 
Christ. 'Vith ope of our opponents' own most learned 
witnesses (Bishop Morton), then, we say, that this is pre- 
cisely the reason wby we must have recourse to the Scrip- 
tures; "we cast our eye unto Scripture the pole-!'tar, 
especially in so tempestuous a nigltt of opposite contentiolls."3 
The IIoly Scriptures have evidences sufficient to con- 
vince the reason of every man that they come from God. 
lVloreover, all the different sects of Christians agree ill 
this. They disagree as to the meaning of the Scriptures, 
and as to the oral teaching of the Apostles, but they agrce 
in referring to the Scriptures as the word of God. Here, 
then, we are on sure ground; and every man, conscious 
that he will have to answer Lefore God as an individual, 
has to inquire what the Scripturcs re\
eal to him as the 
way of salvation. 
Even in civil matters we are bound to a certain extent 
to exercise our private judgmcnt as to what is the law of 
the land. Suppose, for instancp, a case of disputed suc- 
cpssion or such-like, in which the Acts of Parliament rc- 
lating to the question received from the judges and mcn 
learn cd in the law different interprctations. ',"hatc'ver 
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onr qualifications for judging of their meaning might be, 
we should be driven to the necessity of exercising our 
priyate judgment upon the meaning of those Acts, unless 
we chose to be driven like sheep by one party or another, 
bec_lUse they declared that they were the most numerous, 
or chose to assert that they were infallible. N ow this is 
a very similar case to that before us. Our opponents 
tell us that we must go to a certain body among profess- 
ing Christians to tell us what is the meaning of the word 
of God, and receive their interpretation as infaHible, be- 
canse that word is interpreted in various ways. It ap- 
pears to us that this is the very reason why we should 
not take the interpretation of any set of men as infallible, 
but are of necessity compelled, as reasonable creatures 
responsible to God, to exercise our private judgment in 
the matter. 
The very objection, then, made against the Scripture as 
our rule and judge, because men differ in their interpre- 
tation of it, is the best argument that can be adduced 
in favour of its being so. 
Let us again hear our opponents' witness, Bishop Stil- 
lingfleet, on this point. "If Christ be the eternal Son of 
God in opposition to heathen deities, and we can know 
him by Scripture to be so, then we may as well know him 
to be the eternal Son of God in opposition to Arians and 
Socinians. If against the heathens we can prove from 
Scripture that the 'V ord was made flesh, why will not 
this as well hold against N estorians and Eutychians? 
And so the Scripture becomes a very sufficient Rule to dis- 
tinguish light and darkness in such points among Christians 
too. For is it ever the less fit to be a rule because both 
parties own it? 'But they differ about the sense of it., 
and therefore controversies can never be ended by it.' 
If Church-history deceive us not, the greatest controver- 
sies were ended by it before General Councils were heard 
of, and more than have been since. l\Iany of those we 
read of in the first ages were quite laid asleep, as Theo- 
doret observes (Hæret. }.;'ab. 1. 2. 3.); but since Chnrch- 
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authority interposed in the most reasonable manner, some 
differences have been perpetuated, as appears by the N es- 
torian and Eutychian controversies. I do not blame the 
authority of Councils, proceeding as they then did by the 
Rule of Scriptures, but the event showed that the most 
probable means are sometimes very ineffectual for ending 
controversies. . . . . It is possible to stop men's mouths 
by force and power, but nothing Lrings men to a true 
satisfiLction but inward conviction as to the true sense of 
Scripture, and there can ùe no rational certainty as to 
these points without it. If controversies be not ended, 
Jet lIS not blame the wisdom of Providence, for God doth 
not always appoint the means most effectual in our judg- 
ment, but such as are most suitable to his OW11 design. 
And we see reason enough to bl
me the folly and weak- 
ness, the prejudice and partiality, the wilfulness and ob- 
stinacy of mankind, and till human nature be brought 
to a hetter temper, we may despair of seeing any end to 
controversies. . . . . . He saith, 'Scripture is not our 
distinguishing rule of faith, but our own particular judg- 
ments about Scripture; for that which distinguishes my 
rule from that of the most abominable heresies, can only 
be my own jutIgment upon the letter of Scripture, anù 
wriggle which way I wiII, there it will anù must end at 
last.' I wish 1\lr. S. had been a little better conversant 
in the oM disputes about certainty, for it would have 
saved me the trouble of answering some impertinent 
o
jections, such as this before us. For they would have 
been thought mean logicians who could not put a differ- 
ence between the rule of jndgment and the judgment 
which a man made according to the rule. Suppose the 
question were about sense, whether t.hat were a. certain 
rule or not to jutIge by; antI Epicnrus should affirm it, 
aud say he so firmly believed it that he judged the Sun to 
be no bigger than he seemed to his sense::,; would not he 
have been thought ridiculous who should have said this 
fancy of 1
picurus was his rule? The rule he went by 
was in itself certain, but he made a wrong judgment upon 
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it; but that was not his rule. So it is here. TVe decla'J.e 
tlte Scripture to be our only certain and standing rule 
whereby we are to judge in matters of faitlt; and we UlHler- 
stand it as well as we can, and form our judgrnel1ts ùy it; 
ùut doth it hence follow that our judgment is our rule? 
. . . . lIe objects, , That our people do not make Scrip- 
tm"e the rule of their faith, not one in a million relying 
upon it.' . . . . Have they, then, any other rule of f
lÍth 
which they rely upon? "-hat is it, I pray? Is it the 
Church's infalIiùility 1 No. Is it Pius the Fourth's creed? 
No, truly; 'while they are children they believe tradition.' 
N ow, I think, J. S. hath bit it. Tradition is, indeed, a 
rule of faith for children, wlw are very apt simply to be- 
lieve their fathers and teachers. But suppose they corne 
to years of discretion, what rule of faith bave they then '{ 
IIave they a judgment of discretion then? . . . 'Vhat- 
ever he insinuates as to our people, I have reason to 
lJelieve far better of tltem; and that all those who 'Jllind 
their salvation, do serioll.sly read and consider tlte Holy 
Scriptures as the rule of their faith. But if in matters of 
opinion or in douùtful or obscure places they make use 
of the skill and assistance of their teachers, wherein are 
they to blame 1 TIle ðcripture is still tlteir rule; but the 
help of their teachers is for the ùetter understanding it. 
And cannot our logician distinguish between the 'J.ule of 
faith and the helps to understand it? Suppose, now, a 
mother or a nurse should quit 'honest tradition,' as J. S. 
here calls it, and be so in inclined as to teach chilùren to 
spell and to read in the New Testament, and ùy that 
means they come ùy degrees to understand the ùoctrine 
which Christ preached, and the miracles which he wrought, 
and froln thence to ùeIieve in Christ, aud to oùey his 
commands, I desire to know into what these persons du 
resolve their faith. Is it indeed. into those who taught 
them to read, or into the New Testament as the ground 
of their t'lith, when they llave been all along told that THE 

CRU)'lTRE ALONE IS THE WORD OF GOD, ((Ild wlwtecer 
[//('!/ firp tv belia-e, it is because it is contailled therein? 
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And so by whatever means they come to understand the 
Scripture, it is t!tat alone they talle for the rule and foun- 
dation of their faith. . . . . We never require them to 
trust wholly to our judgments, but we give tllem our best 
assistance, and call in the old interpreters of tl,e Cllllrc!t, 
and we DESIRE THE
1 TO USE THEIR OWN REASON AND 
JUDGMENT WITH DIVINE ASSISTANCE for settling t!Zeir 
minds. . . . . 'But suppose,' saith 1\11'. S., 'that one of 
my own flock should tell me that I have erred in inter- 
preting Scripture, he desires to know what I would say 
to him.' This is a very easy question, and soon answered. 
I "ould endeavour to convince him as well as I could. 
'And is that all l' And what would J. S. do more 1 
,V ould he tell him he was infallible 1 I think not; but 
only as '!tonest tradition' makes him so, and llOW far 
t/tat goes towards it I s/tall e.1:amine afterwards. 'V ell; 
Lut suppose 'J olm Biddle, against the 1\Iinister of his 
parish and the wbole Church of England to Loot, under- 
stands Scripture to be plainly against a Trinity and 
Christ's divinity.' And it is but fair fOI' me to suppose 
him maintaining his heresy against J. S., and Jet anyone 
judge whether of us be more likely to convince him. lIe 
owns the Scripture, and confesses if we can prove our 
doctrine from thence, he will yield; but he laughs at oral 
tradition, and thinks it a jest for anyone to prove such a 
doctrine by it. And truly, if it were not for the proofs 
from Scripture, I do much question whether any argu- 
ment from mere tradition could ever confute such a one 
as John Biddle. But when we ofter such proofs as are 
acknowledged to be sufficient in themselves, we take the 
only proper way to give him reasonable satisfaction. 
'Suppose he will not be convinced l' 'Vito can help 
that 1 Christ himself met with wilful and obstinate un- 
believers. _\nd was this any disparagement to his doc- 
trine 1 God himself hath never promised to cure those 
who shut their eyes against the light. . . . . I had said 
many years ago, ' That the bcriptures heing 0\\ ned as con- 
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taining in them the whole lcill of God, so plainly ret'ealed 
that no suber inquirer can miss of wlwt is necessary for 
salvation, there can be no necessit)' :mpposed of an infalli- 
ble society of men, either to attest or explain these writ- 
ings among Christians) any more than there was for some 
ages before Chri'5t, of such a body of men among the 
Jews to attest or explain to tbem the writings of l\Ioses 
and the Prophets.' Anù where lies the heresy or danger 
of this doctrine? If I said that no sober inquirer can 
miss of things necessary to salvation in Scripture, it is no 
more than St. Chrysostom. S1. .Augustine, Aquinas, and 
other schoolmen had said before me .... I shall now 
SUIll up my answer in these particulars. 1. Every Chris- 
tian as such is bound to inquire after the true way to sal- 
vation, and hath a capacity of judging concerning it. 
II. Every Christian, proceeding according to tbe best 
rules of judging, hath reason to ref'eive the Scripture as 
the Rule of his faith. III. Tlte Scripture -is so plriin ill 
all necessaries, and God hath promised such l1ssistance to 
them that sincerely seek it, that none who do so shall u.artt 
tlte lUlOu:ledge of such tltings as a're necessary to tlwir salt.a- 
tion. IV. TV1Len anything is offered as necessary to be be- 
tiered in order to salvation, every CIlristian hatlt a right 
and liberty of Judging U. hether it can be proved by the 
Scripture to be so necessary or not. V. 'Ve do not allow 
to particular persons the same faculty of judging in dou Lt- 
ful points of controversy" hich we do as to matters that 
immeùiately concern tlleil' salvation. VI. 1"'0 pretence of 
infallibility or autlwrity call take away that right of judg- 
ing which was aUou.ed tlton by tlie Apostles u.lwse autlwrity 
'was infallible. YII. This right of judging doth not ex- 
dude the Church's due authority as to matters of faith 
and controversies of religion (as it is dec1ared Art. 20 of 
our Church); but all that we now plead for is not any 
authority as to others, but a right of judging as to them- 

dn:s in witHers that concern their salnltioll. YIII. TilE 


C.E1tT,U1\TY O.F FAITH AS TO Tll.E:\l DEPEJlìDI:i ll'UN TWO 
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THINGS; ]. THE CLEAnNE
S OF SCRIPTURE ABOUT THEl\1 
WHICH IMPLIES TilE CERTAINTY OF REASON. 2. THE PRO- 
l\IISE OF DIVINE ASSISTANCE WHICH MAKES THEIR FAITH 
DIVINE, BOTH AS TO ITS PRINCIPLE, ITS GROUND, AND 
ITS EFFECT. . . . . . The most certain way we now hare to 
know what doctrine the Apostles taught is by their w'J"itings, 
since they taught and wrote the same doctrine, and we are 
certain we have the doctrine they wrote; but we ltare NO 
OTHER WAY TO BE CERTAIN WHAT DOCTRINE THEY TAUGHT. . . 
The Scripture being our sole and ENTIUE rule of faith, an 
matters necessary to salvation must be supposed to be 
contained therein. . . . . . . . The point, then, between 
us is, whether the Scripture were left only to the Church 
to interpret it to the people in all points, or whether it 
were illtendf'd for the general good of the whole Church, 
so as THEREBY TO DIRECT THEMSELVES in their way to 
heaven, and, consequently, whether it may not be opened 
and understood by an persons in matters that are neces- 
sary to their salvation. . . . . . They cannot deny that 
the Scripture was designed to be a certain and infallible 
rule of f.'lith TO ALL. . . . . If a rule be in itself certain, 
and be certainly received for a rule, that is surely enough 
to make it a rule to a man; but it is not necessary to the 
ljeing of a rule that a man can never deviate from it by 
his own fault. For there is no intenectual rule can he 
assigned, but it is possible for a free agent to deviate 
from, although he do at the same time profess it to be his 
rule. Do not all Christians agree the commanùs of 
Christ to be an infallible rule of life? And J. S., by his 
admirable logic, will either prove this not to be a rule, or 
that it is impossible for men to sin. . . . . Persons may 
ow}.} the Scripture to be a most certain and infaHible rule 
as to truth and falsehood, and they are sure, while they 
cftèctnally regulate themselves by it, they can never err; 
hut while they profess to do it, they may. So that an 
::\-1r. S's sllbtilty vanishes into nothing by so plain and 
easy a distinction Therefore, I am !'òtill of the miml that 
\. RULE OF FAITH 18 THAT WHEREBY WE AIlE TO JPDGE 
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WHAT WE ARE BOUND TO BELIEVE AS TO DIVINE UEVE- 
LATIONS." 1 
Thirdly, It is objected that from the variety of opinions 
maintained as to the meaning of Scripture, it follows that 
if Scripture is the sole infallible judge, having authority 
over the consciences of men, the Church would be thrown 
into confusion and disorder.!
 
Here, again, the olJjection does not reach the question; 
it shows, at most, only the inconveniences that lllight re- 
:::;uIt fi'om Scripture being the sole judge. 
But further, we deny that such inconveniences do re- 
sult from it. The olJjection rests upon the tacit supposi- 
tion that the Church cannot justly excommunicate those 
who deny the fundamentals of tIle faith, or maintain fun- 
damental errors, unless it possess in one way or another 
some infallible and authoritative judge besides the Scrip- 
ture to determine with authority the meaning of Scrip- 
ture. This sentiment is in terms avowed by 1\11'. N ew- 
man; yes, and even professedly deduced from an article 
of our Church, which. as his own favourite witness Leslie 
has already informed him, means nothing of the kind. 
"In the 20th article," he says, "we are told that the 
Church has' authority in controversies of faith.' . . . But 
how can she have this authority, unless she be certainty 
lrue in her declarations? . . To say the Church has au- 
thority, and yet is not true [i. e. certainly or infallibly 
true], as far as it has authority, were to destroy liherty of 
conscience; which Protestantism, in all its forms, holds 
especially sacred; it were to sulJstitute something besides 
truth as THE SOVEREIGN LORD OF CON8CIENCE, which 
would be tyranny. If this Protestant principle is not 
surrendered in the article, which no one supposes it to be, 
the Church is, to a certain point, there set forth as tlte 
organ or 'representative of truth; and its teaching is iden- 
tified with it." (pr. 226, 7.) 
o that the Protestant prin- 
ciple of private judgment assumes that "the Church" is 


I Disc. conc. nature and grounds of certainty of f
tith, pp. 51-30. 

 
ce Mr. Newm. Lcct. I. p. 34, &.c.. and Bcllarm. De V. D. iii. n. 
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" certainly true" in her declarations; and therefore, as 
" the organ of truth," i
 "THE SOVEREIGN LORD OF CON- 
SCIENCE;" and "the Church" must IJe infallible in lIeI' 
declarations, because otherwise she would have no right 
to be (as it is here assumed she is) "the sovereign lord 
of conscience." 
N ow did it never strike 1\11'. Newman, that the pastors 
of the Church may have a ministerial authority over men, 
though they do not thrust themselves into the throne of 
God, as "tlle s()l?preign 10Td of {'onscience;" and that, by 
that ministerial authority, the Church may be preserved 
pure, and heretics and offenders cut off from its commu- 
nion, (1 uite as well as if they claimed higher authority, and 
boasted of themselves as being an infallible guide? 
And this ministerial authority is possessed, not only by 
the pastors of the universal Church, but by those of each 
distinct portion of it. They to whom the government of 
any Church is entrusted, are bound to preserve it from 
the infection of fundamental error, by the administration 
of discipline; to cut off ohstinate heretics from its COlU- 
Ulunion; and, above all things, not to permit those who 
hold what it deems to be fundamental errors to minister 
in it. l-Ience our Lord !:'ays to the Church of Thyatira, 
H I have a few things against thee; because thou sufferest 
that woman J ezebel, which calleth herself a prophetess, to 
[('(tell and to seduce my servants to commit fornication, 
awl to eat things sacrificed unto idols." (Rev. ii. 20.) 
nut for this thcre is no need, either that it should be 
iufitlliLlc, or that it should possess in patristical tradition 
all infitllible guide. It acts as an assembly of fallible 
beings, responsiLle to God for the support and mainte- 
nance of his truth, as far as the moral influence of its ver- 
dict can extcnd; and responsible also for that verdict 
being such as is authorized by the revelation God has 
given us. Every fiLÍthful Church is a witness for God, 
and can hear witnc>ss as well and as successfully to the 
truth, IJY a. plain and moùcst assertion of it, as IJY any 
presumptuous claim to infitllibility. But it must he rc- 
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membered that ecery illdiv'idual is also responsible to God 
for what he believes; and that God has not left him alto- 
gether to the teaching of man, but has given him certain 
inspired writings containing a revelation of the truth; and 
that while men are at variance respecting the meaning of 
those writings, they all agree that those writings are in- 
spired, and contain that doctrine according to which he 
is to be judged by Christ hereafter. 
Our opponents argue as if Scripture was addressed 
merely to the pastors of the Church to tell them how they 
are to teach; whereas it is addressed to mankind at large; 
and is a universal gift, for the use of which all are ac- 
countable. Consequently, however right it may he for a 
man to use all the helps he can obtain for ascertaining 
1 he meaning of those Scriptures, he is responsible to God, 


s one who has possessed in them an infallible declara- 
tion of God's will, and therefore as one bound not to de- 
part from their apparent meaning in vital points; and to 
follow this or that body in such points only as far as they 
appear to him to follow the Scriptures. 
Ien have not 
been left to the pastors of the Church to teach them the 
f
LÎth; otherwise the case would be, in some respects, dit:. 
1erent. God has given them another guide, and one 
\\-hich all parties allow to be infallible, viz., tbe Scrip- 
tures; and one, therefore, which they are responsible for 
using, in preference to everything which may be proposed 
to them through the medium of fallible men. 
N or is this exercise of the right of private judgment at 
all chargeable with presumption. On the contrary, it is a 
duty necessarily imposed upon us by our individual re- 
sponsibility to God, and which every man must perform 
to the best of his ability; and for such a performance of it, 
and such only, is he responÚble. "To expound Scrip- 
ture," says Dean Sherlock, " is to make us understand it, 
not to impose upon our faith without understanding; and 
therefore this is not so much an act of authority, as of 
skill and judgment; any man who can so explain Scrip- 
1 ure to me as to make nw undcrstalJd it, :;hall gain my 
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assent; but no authority is sufficient to make me assent, 
withollt understanding. .And yet such a catholic exposi- 
tor, our author would set up, \\ hose uuthority shall malle 
me grant t!tat to be tile sense of Scripture, which his reasons 
and arguments cannot persuade me of But all reasonable 
creatures must understand for themselves; and Christ 
nowhC're commands us to believe that to be the sense of 
Scripture, which we cannot understand to be so. I know 
no necessity that all Christians should agree in the inter- 
pretation of all difficult texts of Scripture: there is enough 
in Scripture plain to carry men to heaven; and as for 
more difficult and obscure texts, they are for the improve- 
ment of those who can understand them, and need no 

uch catholic expositor; because it is not nece
sary that 
aU men should understand them." 1 
But such an exercise of the right of private judgment 
is, according to ::\11'. X ewman, an assumption of infalli- 
bility. "The multitude of Protestants," he says, "con- 
sider every man his own judge; they hold that every man 
may and must read Scripture for him
elf, and judge about 
its meaning, and make up his mind for himself; nay is, 
as regards himself and practically, an infallible judge of 
its meaning-infallible certainly; for, were the whole new 
creation against him, Bishops, Doctors, l\Iartyrs, Saints, 
the Holy Church Universal, the very companions of the 
Aro
tIes, the unanimous suffrage of the most distinct 
times anù places, and the most gifted and holiest men, 
yet, according to tbe popular doctrine, though he was 
all.ure of this, he oug})t ultimately to rest in his own in- 
terpretations of Scripture, and to follow his private judg- 
ment, however sorry he might be to differ from ::iuch au- 
thorities." (pp. 319, 20.) 
X ow here are a vast number of very big words heaped 
up, but to very little pnrpose. Here are "tbe whole 
new creation," " the l{oly Church Universal," "the una- 
nimous suffrage of the most distinct times and places, and 


I \V. Sherlock's \.indication of some Protestant Principles. åc. Lond. 1688. 
4to. p. 99. 
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the most gifte,l and holiest men," all shaking their heads 
at us, and 'warning us that it is at our peril to attach any 
meaning to what God has said to us in the Scriptures, 
other than what they tell us is to be affixed to it. Such 
an apparition is, no doubt, very alarming; and some 
people who are frightened by big words, begin to think 
that it really would be very presumptuous to differ from 
such authorities. And so do I too. But when we come 
to close quarters with these spectres, we find them vanish 
into thin air; and" the whole new creation" leave nothing. 
behind them to tell us what meaning they did affix to the 
Scriptures, but the mutilated works of a few fallible 
authors of the primitive Church. The right of private 
judgment, then, involves no such presumption as 1\11'. 
Newman would here lead us to suppose. .And however 
much men may misinterpret the Bible, they have in it at 
least an infallible guide; and as long as they adhere 
closely to it, in the sincere desire to understand it, and 
with prayer to God to enable them to do so, will not be 
suffered by a faithful God to err fundamentally; while. 
as it respects the Fathers, they are at every step almost 
lial)le to be led astray; for they are met at the very 
threshold of their inquiry by a multitude of difficulties, 
all of which must be cleared up, before they can proceed 
satisfactorily. They must determine tbe meaning of 
doubtful passages; they must know how many Father=" 
are sufficient to constitute a safe guide; they must ascer- 
tain that these are 110t contradicted by others, and deter- 
mine various other points in which they are exposed to 
innumerable errors, through inexperien('e and prejudice; 
while after all, at the best, they get nothing more than a 
fallible guide, 'which cannot relieve them fi'om the duty 
of ascertaining for themselves what God has deli,-ered in 
the Scriptures. 
l\foreover, the rights of the Church and the right of 
private judgment are Ly no means incompatible with each 
other; nor need any confusion or disorder arise in the 
Church from the doctrine for which we contend. It is 
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necessary for the wcll-being of the Church to lay down 
wllat it holds to be the doctrines of Scripture as a protest 
against the misinterpretations of heretics, and to expand 
that confession of faith from time to time according as 
heresies arise, in order to keep her communion as far as 
possible pure. And this holds good of a particular 
Church as well as of the whole universal Church. And 
in both cases it is done on the rcsponsibility of those 'who 
do it, and done not as if the determination was infallible, 
hut as a protest against supposed error, and a safeguard to 
protect the communion of those who make it. The validity 
of their sentence against the supposed heretic depcnds 
upon whether they are right or not, and this God alone 
can infallibly decide; while nevertheless they must act as 
if they were right. 
It is from taking this course, I conccive, that our 
Church has sometimes been most unjustly accused by her 
enemies as one that always disowned infallibility, but 
always acted as if she were infilllilJle. Here, as it often 
happens in such cases, truth has been sacrificed for the 
sake of an antithesis, but if the word right had been in- 
serted in the latter clause instead of infallible, the remark 
"ould have been perfectly true, and have imputed nothing- 
IJlameworthy. For if men were not to act, and act with 
energy and vigour, according to what they believed to he 
true and right, because they were not infilllible, thcy must 
cease to act at all. But there is a vast deal of difference 
between acting with encrgy, according to that which we 
believe to Le right and true, and claiming infalJihility. 
There is a limit to 'what we do in tbe first case, as the 
annals of our Church will testify. There is no limit in 
the other, as the annals of the Church of Rome will prove. 
" 
\s for that objection against our Church," say Dr. 
Clagett and 1\11'. Hutchinson, " which is of late so much 
insisted upon by some, that notwithstanding thc liberty 
she givcs to private Christians to examine her doctrincs 
hy the Scriptures, shc yet pereUJptorily requires the pro- 
fession uf that faith which she teaches, and conformity to 
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her rules of worship, there is nothing in it to snrprize 
any man but the intolerable vanity of the objections. For 
this is so far from being unreasonable, that for t.he same 
reason that she does the one she may and ought to do the 
other; that is, because she is certain that the conditions 
of her communion are justifiable to the whole world, 
therefore she should neither fear to insist upon them, nor 
to provoke all persons to the examination of them by any 
proper methods whatsoever. This objection, however, 
runs a little cross to the other, that the liberty our 
Church gives must needs cause disorder and confusion. 
For why there must needs be disorder where a Church's 
faith is fixed, and a form of worship established, and con- 
formity required, and no just cause of offence given, I 
cannot. understand, unless it be because it must needs be 
that some men will be very unreasonable, and others will 
be very wicked, after the best care is taken to direct 
them in their duty, and oblige them to it. If they of the 
Roman Church can tell bow to prevent this infallibly, it 
is a secret which they have as yet kept. to themselves. 
For our own part.s, we are altogether ignorant of any 
way that shall make it impossible for men that are 
endued with freewill to abuse it, whether by making 
wrong judgment or a wrong choice. Our Church hath 
fixed t.erms of communion which are truly catholic, and 
leaves everyone to judge for himself whether they be so 
or not, affording to everyone the liberty of using all 
means that they can in order to the making a right 
judgment, and therefore of llsing tlte Scriptures, which are 
not ouly the best in themselves, but which also come 
within the compass of the abilities and leisure of all, Inore 
or less. 'Ve are to use the Jiberty of judging for our- 
selves by tbese means, under this consideration, that we 
are to be accountable for it at the day of j udg-ment . . . . 
1'his is the provision that God hath made for the main- 
taining of truth and peace in his Church; that governors 
cannot abuse their authority in commanding, nor the 
people their liherty of judging whether the command 
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can be obeyed with a good conscience, but at the peril of 
their souls . . . . As for tho
e that impute the disorders 
and schisms of the Ch urch to the liberty of judging by tlle 
Scriptures which we allow, I would be glad to know what 
means they are provided with to ascertain the unity of 
comInunion." I 
'Vhen the pastors of any Churcll separate one who ob- 
stinately maintains what they deem to be fundamental 
error from their communion, they do so not as persons 
possessing any infallible guide besides the Scriptures, but 
in the exercise of the ministerial authority given to them 
by the Church, and each party is responsible to the great 
Head of the Church alone for their conduct. There is 
no infallible tribunal on earth before which he can be 
arraigned, and therefore nothing can be justly done be- 
yond such an act of separation. N one have authority 
over his conscience. 
The whole matter mu
t be referred to Christ's tribunal 
at the day of judgment, and if the pastors of the Church 
have been in error, they win be the persons to suffer 
punishment, and not he who, knowing from the Scrip- 
ÌlIres what the real doctrines of the faith arc, and seeing 
that those pastors were leading him astray, determined to 
obey God rather than man. 
But with this ministerial authority, and the concession 
of the right of private judgment to individuals as to the 
meaning of God's word in points upon which their salva- 
tion depends, our opponents are altogether dissatisfied. 
No; they must either wield the sceptre of infilllibility, or 
they can ùo nothing, and every thing must take its own 
course, and go to confusion. 
The real fact is, that our opponents are carried away, 
like lllany Papists, by the notion that there Il1U"t be some 
inf:1.11ible guide to be found somewhere to " force" upon 
men the true meaning of the Scriptures, because other- 
wise they see clearly that professing Christians will 


I On the Authorit.r of Councils and the Rul{' of Faith. In Bp. Gih
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always be divided as to its meaning, anù that the true 
Church, whatever it may be, can no more claim to be 
considered an infallible witness than those who are 
supporters of error. If, then, this staggers anyone, 
let me put it to him, whether this is at all dissonant 
with God's ordinary dealings with mankind. Here is a 
revelation given of the Christian faith in a fourfold ac- 
count of our Lord's life and teaching. Here are above 
twenty Epistles written by inspired authors to various 
Churches, amplifying and eXplaining that revelation. 
Here are various Churches and indiyiduals among 
Christians, holding forth in their public acts and confes- 
sions the light of truth, and hearing witness to the true 
meaning of Scripture antI the orthodox faith. Is this 
sufficient or not for the conviction of men? Is not such 
a state of things precisely in accordance with the ordinary 
course of God's dealings with mankind? 
But with this state of things the lovers of Church au- 
thority will not be satisfied. They must "yield a power 
oyer the consciences of men to bind them to belief in 
what they deliver, otherwise they tell us there will be no 
end of controversies and heretical sects. N ow is not this 
the very source of thei.. errors, that they expect that there 
should be in this world an end of contro'Tersies and here- 
tical sects? The Apostles had no such expectation. 
They tell us that there must be heresies, that they which 
are approved may be made manifest. (l Cor. xi. 19.) \Ye 
entertain, therefore, no such expectation; and, conse- 
quently, when we are told that if the Bible is the solt' 
authoritative judge of controversies in religion, there wiI] 
be no end of controversies and heretical sects, for that the 
Bible cannot force people to believe the truth, we reply 
that this is perfectly true, but no reasonable ground of 
objection against the view for which we contend, for this 
is a trial which the Church of Christ ought to expect and 
look for, as the natural consequence of the present state 
of things. 'YhiJe human nature remains '" hat it is, 
there will be dj
sen8ions among men on such points. 
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TIut this tloes not bring confusion into any Church tllat 
is watchful in maintaining her orthodoxy, though it be a 
trial to which, as a ChUl"ch militant, she is necessarily 
exposed. And though it would carry me too far f1"0111 our 
present subject to enlarge upon the remark 1 am abont 
to make, I would suggest to the reader the inquiry how 
f.1,r a claim to be considered an infallible guide would 
he likely to tend to the purity or the peace of any Church 
that made it. 
Our opponents seem ready to think, that if " thc 
Church," i. e. according to their use of the phrase, the col- 
lective body of the pastors of the Church, has not autIlO- 
rity over the consciences of men, the ministerial office 
is useless; that if an ultimatc appeal to the Scriptures 
lies open to all men, and men may judge for themselve
 
from them what is the truth, we may as well leave them, 
at least in adult age, to the Scriptures as their alone 
teacher. 'Vhat! Have we not abundant room for our 
ministrations) in endeavouring to remove prejudices, to 
lead the mind to trains of, thought suited to bring it 
into a state of wiJIingness to receive the truth, to oh- 
yiate the effects of man's carelessness and indifference to 
religion, by laying before him the truths of God's word, 
and pointing out to him their true meaning, (which he is 
often too indifferent about them to search out,) to study 
the word of truth for /tim, and show him, by the collation 
of passages, what the mind of God is; to remove the 
objections which his humonr or prejudices may start; to 
point out to him the number, the qualifications, and thi> 
piety of those who in past times have maintained such 
views of divine truth, (I say their piety, for " by their 
fruits ye shall know them," not by their Apostolical suc- 
cession, which may be very good, while their doctrine 
is very bad;) and lastly, to press all home to the heart hy 
earnest and affectionate exhortations and warnings; and 
then, as fallible men, leave it to the conscience to do its 
work, and to the final deci:Úoll of the Supremc J IIdge to 
pronounce all i1
f(f1lib1(' judgment? Rnt no; fin this i,
 
s 
 2 
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insufficient, because there are some who will not thus 
embrace the truth, and we must have, in one way or 
another, some infallible judge upon earth, in order to 
malw people believe, and wield a power over their con- 
sciences which belongs to the Supreme Judge alone. 
And to create a judge that has some appearance of infal- 
libility, a certain number of big words and high-sounding 
phrases, such as " the Church," " Catholic consent," 
"the consent of all Christians from the beginning," 
(which either have no meaning at all, or else cannot be 
defined until we have determined the very thing for 
which this infallible judge is wanted, viz. the fundamen- 
tal faith,) are thrown together, and tbere arises from the 
compound an idol, to which men are taught to bow down 
as the infallible expounder of God's wiII, the authorita- 
tive judge of controversies in religion. 
Lastly, It is ohjected that if Scripture is the sole infal- 
lible judge of controversies of faith, it follows that men 
may interpret it as they please, and cannot be blamed 
whatever errors they may maintain; and that the only 
fundamental doctrine is the inspiration of the Bible. 
Astounding as such an objection is, and obvious as is 
its illogical nature, it is put forth as something wholly 
undeniable, and boasted of as a difficulty which nothing 
can remove. They who maintain the view for which we 
contend, " seem to allow," says l\lr. Newman, " or to be 
in the way to allow, that truth is but matter of opinion, 
that that is truth to each which earh thinks to be truth, 
provided he sincerely and really thinks it, that the divi- 
nity of the Bible itself is the only thing tlwt need be be- 
lin'ed, and that. its meaning varies with the individuals 
'icllO receÏt'e it, that it has no one meaning to be ascer- 
tained as a matter of fact, but that it may mean anything, 
because it is said to mean so many things;" and they 
have adopted " the latitudinarian notion that one creed is 
as good as another." (pp. 35, 6.) And this" principle of 
popular Protestantism" " tends by no very intricate pro- 
cess to the recognition of Socinians and Pelagians as 
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Christians." (p. 291.) I neeù hardly add, that the ob- 
jection is only an echo of a Romish one; I and a Romish 
one (be it observed) urged, like the rest, against that very 
Church and those ",ery men wlwm ow' opponents profess to 
follow in this matter. 
I feel bound to say, that this appears to me just like the 
last refnge of a disputant driven into a corner, and vexed 
at finding that he had not a single loophole of escape left, 
for any argument more groundless, any conclusion more 
unwarranted by the premises, any statement containing 
a more complete libel against God's word, never was 
devised as the last shift of a controversialist. 
1\11'. N ewman's statements go even beyond the objec- 
tion, as we have worded it, and altogether pass the bounds 
of reasonable and temperate discussion; for his words (as 
(luoted above) clearly charge us with maintaining that the 
Scripture really has as many meanings as are given to it; 
so that in the hands of one person it really teaches Tri- 
nitarianism, and in the hands of another it really teaches 
Socinianislll. I here challenge J}Ir. -,-Vezmnan, as a man of 
truth, to point out any authority for tlâs statement, such 
as will justify him in so making it, or to acknowledge his 
inability to do so. 
But to take t.he objection in its best form. 'Vhat tIoes 
it amount to? That if every Illan is to believe only as 
his private judgment of the meaning of Scripture directs 
him, he who follows his private judgment is not blame- 
worthy, however erroneous his faith Illay be. 
Now here, obviously, the conclusion is wholly un- 
warranted by the premises, for there are Illany causes 
tending to mislead the judgment for which a man is 
'responsible, and hlameworthy if they lead him into error. 
Such are, in this case, want of attention to the subject, 
indifference, worldly-mindedness, prejudice
, aversion to 
the truth, negligence of the means of information, and of 
those helps which are suited to aid him in his inquiries 


I Account, &c. of Guide in VontroH'rbies, b;y n. II. (as ahove quoted.) 
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into the meaning of God's word. And the true question 
is this, whether he who comes to the Scriptures with a 
siucere desire to know the truth, doing the will of God as 
far as he knows it, carefully, earnestly, and impartially 
endeavouring to ascertain the sense of Scripture, with 
prayer to God :fi)r his blessing upon the perusal of it, 
slmll ever fail of obtaining R knowledge of its meaning 
in all fundamental points. All these things are within 
the power of every man, and he is blameworthy if he 
neglects any of t.hem. 'Ve contend that this question 
can only be answered in the negative. No man thus 
coming to the Scriptures shall fail of obtaining a know- 
ledge of the fundamental truths revealed in them; 
and for the proof of this position we have their sufficiency 
(to be proved more fully hereafter) to teach the fhith, 
the character and promises of God, and the testimony 
of antiquity to the plainness with which all such points 
are delivered therein. 
It follows, then, that every man is responsible to God 
for deducing the right faith from Scripture, and blame- 
worthy if he does not. 
The primary false principle in the objection of our 
opponents is, as throughout, the assumption, that Scripture 
is so ambiguous in its delivery of the fundamentals of the 
faith, that if God has not g.iven us an authoritative inter- 
preter whom we are bound in conscience to follow, we 
are not responsible to him for deducing the right faith, 
even in essentials, from Scripture, and not blameu;o'rtlty if 
we maintain that it teaches Socinianism, Pelagian ism, or 
anything else. Such is the character which our oppo- 
ncnts affix to God's worù in the Scriptures! 
Nay more, it is broadly intimated (howcver inconsis- 
tently with other parts) that if we were left to Scripturc 
alone, Socinians would have a very good defence to 
make. For, says 1\11'. Newman, "It is urged against 
them [i. e. hy Socinians against those who hold our views], 
that, thongh the texts referrcd to may imply thc catholic 
doctriuc, )'ct thcy /iced not; that thcy arc consistent witlt 
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allY one out of several theo'ries." (p. 292.) N ow if this is 
justly urged, and in that case only is it worth referring 
to, what becomes of 1\11'. Newman's remarks about Scrip 
tnre proof for doctrine? And in what does his view differ 
from those which he professes to repudiate, viz., that 
Scripture is like a nose of wax, that can be turned any 
way? In fact, he has here countenanced the very notion 
which we have just seen him charging upon his opponents 
as an absurdity; viz., that Scripture "may mean any 
thing, because it is said to mean so many things." "Or, 
at any rate," it is adùed, " that other persons think so:" 
'Vhat then? Is everything ambiguous that people dis- 
pute about? Let us take a case for an illustration of this 
point. 'Vhat is the opinion entertained by a great num- 
her of professing Christians, as .to the best means of ob- 
taining happiness in this world? Is it not that it is to be 
derived almost solely from earthly sources? And if you 
press them with texts of Scripture bearing upon this 
point, have they not their reply ready, eXplaining away 
the passage so as to suit their own notions, and adducing 
others in defence of them? According, then, to 1\11'. 
Newman's mode of reasoning, the New Testament is 
altogether ambiguous upon this point, and we need some 
authoritative interpreter to tell us what it means; and he 
who chooses to think that it authorizes his earthly-minded 
career, is blameless before Goù, if there is no such inter- 
preter. 
Mr. Newman proceeds,-" It is urged against them. 
. . that these others have as much right to their opinion 
as the party called orthoùox to th
'irs; that 111lman inter- 
preters llave no warrant to force llpon them one view in pm'- 
ticular; that private judgment must be left unmolested," 
&c. N" 0; this cannot be justly urged against us, for 
this is what we hold. 'Ve do not force upon men one 
view; we do leave private judgment unmolested; but 
these objections are ihirly urged against our opponents, 
bccause, whcn they claim infallibility, thcy do fm.ce 
upon mcn OIlC ,icw, and grievously molest private j udg- 
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ment. \Ve hold, indeed, that Scripture has a clear and 
definite meaning in all necessary points; and that he who 
does not hold its meaning in such points, is fundamen- 
tally wrong; anù therefore that every Church is bound to 
keep its communion pure, by separating from itself, anù 
passing a sentence of condemnation upon, those who, in 
its view, are obstinate heretics; but we hold, also, that there 
is no such authoritative infallible judge of controversies of 
faith on earth, as can bind the conscience to the belief of 
any meaning it may affix to the word of God; even 
though that meaning be taken from what is called the 
" consent of the Fathers." 
And having thus libelled the ,V ord of God, and ac- 
cused it of being altogether of doubtful meaning, because 
some persons misrepresent its meaning, and attacked the 
Protestant doctrine of the right of private judgment, he 
triumphantly concludes, "This reasoning, granting the 
first step, is resistless," and tells us that, " though certain 
individuals are not injured by the principle in question, 
[i. e. of the Bible being the sole authoritative rule of 
faith,] the body of men who profess it are, and ever must 
be, injured. For the mass of men, having no moral con- 
victions, are led by reasoning, and by mere consistency of 
argument; anù legitimately evolve heresy from princi- 
ples wllÌch, to the better sort of men, may be harmless." 
(pp. 293, 4) That is, men who are led by reasoning, and 
by 1lle'/'e consistency of argzw.zcnt, LEGITOIATELY E\-OLVE IIE- 
RESY from adhering to Scripture as the sole authoritative 
rule of faith. 
l\lay God in his mercy pity and forgive such libel
 
against the sacred boon he has bestowed upon us in his 
Holy Scriptures, and not visit tlle sin upon our Church, 
in withdrawing from us altogether the light of that book 
so little prized, and leaving us again to grope our way 
in the darkness to which some among us would fain re- 
d uce us. 
N or let it be forgotten, that this ohjection is just as 
tenable against the yiews of our opponents, as agaiust 
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those for which we contend. For, as we have already 
shown, patristical tradition may be, and is, quoted on all 
sides. And, as Bishop Stillingfleet says,-" 'Yhy may not 
men mistake the sense of traùition, as well as the sen'Je of 
Scripture 1 Is tradition more infallible in itself? Is it 
delivered by persons more infallible 1 Doth it make those 
to whom it is delivered infallible 1 'Yhy, then, may not 
those who deliver it, and those who receive it, both be 
mistaken about it 1" In the tradition of" Christ's being 
the Son of Goù," "the traditionary worùs may be kept; 
and yet an heretical sense may be contained under them. 
1\11'. S. answers, 'That the sense of the words, and all the 
rest of Christ's doctrine, is conveyed down by tradition.' 
This is bravely saiù, if it couIù he made out; anù would 
presently put an end to all disputes. For if all the doc- 
trine of Christ be deriveù down to us in snch a manner 
that we cannot mistake the sense of it, we must be all 
agreed whetllf'r we will or not. . . .. But let us see 
how he proves that men cannot mistake the sense of tra- 
dition in particular points. The force of what he saith is, 
, That men were always men, and Christians were always 
Christians;' and 1\11'. S. is always 1\11'. S., pretending de- 
monstration, when there is nothing like it. If men were 
always men, they were always apt to be deceived; and 
unless Christians, by being such, are infallible, they are 
liable to mistakes. 'But the highest means to convey 
the sense of worùs, are to be founù in tradition.' I am 
quite of another opinion; I think it the most uncertaill 
way in tlle v.:orld ; alld the cor'J"uptions of the first ages of tllP 
'lL"orld lire lin evident jJ'J"oof of it, when there were all pos- 
sible ad vantages of traùition ; and yet the principles of 
Batural religion were strangely corrupted, although they 
were plain, easy, few, of the highest importance, and 
men liveù so long to inculcate them into the minds of 
their chilùren." .And he then proceeds to show the va- 
nity of the argument adùuced by J. S., as by our oppo- 
nents, that there were actiolls in the rites and ordinances 
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of the Church, as well as worùs, to show the true ùoc- 
trines of Christianity.I 
Our opponents, then, may take back their argument, 
and answer it as it applies to their own system, and the 
same answer will do for us. If it follows from our re- 
garding the Bible as the sole infa.lIible rule of faith, that 
we thereby make the doctrine of the inspiration of the 
Bible the only fundamental, and that men are not blame- 
able, whatever doctrine they deùuce from the Bible, so 
onr opponents' hypothesis makes the doctrine of the in<< 
spiration of the Bible and patristical tradition the only 
fundamental; and men are not blameable, whatever ùoc- 
trines they may ùerive from them; and so half the here- 
tics, ancient and modern, are at once absolved. 
I cannot conclude this chapter, however, without again 
calling the attention of the reader to the extraordinary 
tact that snch doctrines as we have been considering, 
Hhould be represented as the doctrines of the Church of 
England. 1\10st painful, indeed, is it to observe the way 
in which the name of the Church of England has been 
used in this matter, and her authority quoted as support- 
ing doctrines and statements against which, both in her 
authorized formularies and by her most celebrated di- 
vines, she has been for three centuries protesting, and 
still more painful to see how readily, nay eagerly, those 
representations are credited by many, and a few quota- 
tions of uncertain meaning received from the Tract 
writers in proof of their allegations, when other parts of 
the works of the same individuals show how completely 
opposed they were to the doctrines which they are quoted 
as supporting. But our opponents are wise in supposing 
that such names do them far more service than their own 
arguments on the subject; and they have, indeed, as f.:1,r 
as my experience goes, been the chief causes of the im- 
pression produced in many quarters in their favour. 
I have noticed above only the observations of 1\11'. 
1 Disc. conc. nature and grounds of certainty of faith. l'p. 4
. et SCfl. 
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N eWlIlan on this suhject, but I need hardly observe, that 
his remarks are echoed in substance by the rest, and 
equally so by that corps of volunteers wLo, though they 
disclaim any express and direct union with tl)e writers 
of the Tracts, are almost always found on important 
points fighting side by side with them. One of these is 
Dr. Hook, who in the notes to his Visitation Sermon (p.IOO) 
tell:; us, that they who hold the notion of the Bible being. 
the sole infallible rule of faith, have no right to "refuse 
to regard as a Christian," a Socinian, i. e. in other words, 
to pronounce him to be involved in fundamental error, 
nor to blame him for his error. No, douùtless, how can 
he be to blame when he has only got such an obscure 
book as the Bible to direct him? 'Yith such a guide, 
how can he be expected to find the way? Nay, more, 
" I believe it," says Dr. Hook, "to be only on account of 
tlteir heing bad Logicians, tltat tltey are not Socinia'l1.<;: I 
believe that they ought to be, if consistent, both Dissen- 
ters and Socinians. If they accuse Church principles of 
tending to Popery, we think that their opinions must 
lead logical and unprçjudiced minds to Socinianism." 
(p. 59.) So that the Bible, when alone, directly leads 
logical minds to Socinianism? There is much comfort, 
however, in the reflection that it is the logic of our oppo- 
nents that does so. But the Socinians, I am surc, must 
feel greatly obliged to Dr. Hook for the remark, for if 
hundreds and thousands do not after this join them, it 
will be no fault of Dr. Hook. 
But then, "we of tlte CllUrclt of England" have got 
" an arbite7' to decide" for us what the meaning of 
crip- 
ture is, in " the Church" and" General Councils," the old 
high-sounding phrases and big words by which so many 
have been frightened into errors of all kinds. "But for 
this," adùs Dr. H., "ultra-Protestants denounce us as 
papistical, and call OUT CIWTclt tlte Cluaclt of tlte Tradi- 
tioners." (p. 101.) Now if Dr. Hook would but have 
given himself time to make himself aCfl'laintcd with 
the facts of the ca
C, he would have found that this 


. 
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name was given for no reason of the kind. 'Vhell 
the Puritans called the Church of England the Church 
of the Traditioners (See Dr. H.'s Serm. p. 56), they 
did so not with reference to her going to tradition for 
doctrine, but because she considered that in matters of 
discipline the tradition of the early Church was a suffi- 
cient justification for her continuing some usages which 
had been observed in the Church in the time of Popery, 
and which the Puritans, who demanded Scriptural autho- 
rity for every usage, wished to abolish; and if Dr. IIook 
will consult only his Hooker a little more attentively, he 
will easily find the truth of this. But this is just a speci- 
men of the haste and carelessness of the party, and but 
one of a thousand. They are in such haste and eagerness 
to establish their position, that they catch at every straw 
and broken reed that lies in their way, and when any 
famous divine of our Church has uttered a few words in 
commendation of the Fathers and the primitive Church, 
down they go as evidence for the truth of their positions, 
and his name figures in their next Catena; utterly un- 
able, or rather un\villing, to draw the distinction between 
making the testimony of the Fathers an argument in con- 
firmation of orthodoxy and claiming their testimony in 
one's favour, which our reformers most justly did, and 
putting it forward under big names and high-sounding 
phrases, as the arbiter of the meaning of Scripture, autllO- 
ritatively declaring the truth and binding the conscience 
to belief without any appeal, a notion against which our 
Church has for three centuries been all but unanimous. 
Dr. Hook's work contains a long extract (pp. 64 &s.) 
from the "Treatise on the Church," by the Rev. 'V. Palmer, 
another supporter of the Tractators, who, beginning with 
the complaint of "systematic misrepresentation," himself 
misrepresents most grievously. "The various methods 
which these men employ," he says, " in endeavouring to pre- 
vent ANY appeal to the tradition of the Church," &r., as if 
it was denied that" any appeal" might be made to it in the 
way of argument, when dissenters themselves have OftCIl 
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made it. So again under the head of "statements di- 
rectly untrue," it is he himself who is guilty. "Under 
this head," he says, "may be included the palmary argu- 
ment employed by all sects against ANY appeal to the 
tradition of the Church Universal, namely, that it was 
the principle of the Reformation to reject any such 
appeal. . . . . Nothing can be more untrue than this 
assertion: the Ueformation as a whole acknowledged 
and appealed to the authority of catholic tradition, though 
it denied the infallibility of particular Fathers and Coun- 
cils." Now, in the first place, "nothing can be more 
untrue" than that this assertion is so made; and on the 
other hand, nothing more untrue than that the Reformers 
appealed to the authority of catholic tradition in that 
sense of the word authority in which the last part of the 
sentence and the general argument show that it is here 
used, viz., as absolute and binding, and as if such tradi- 
tion was infallible. There is a middle path, the true 
path of our Church, which 1\11'. Palmer, like the Tract 
writers, refuses to see, an appeal to the tradition of the 
Fathers as a good argument as far as it goes, but not as 
one in itself binding upon the conscience. He proceeds 
to tell us, that "in asserting this liberty to all men, [i. e. 
the liberty of judging after the due use of means what is 
the meaning' of Scripture, for as to the words" in opposi- 
tion to the belief of all Christians from the beginning," 
they are mere moonshine, because no one can tell us what 
that Lelief has been, nor for one in ten thousand, as 1\lr. P. 
very well knows,] it follows inevitably that no particular 
interpretation of Scripture is necessary to sah.ation; that 
Scripture has no divine meaning, that it is not a rpI"clation." 
.1\10st logically argued! God has commissioned various 
persons to write several accounts of the Gospel, and he 
has given me reason sufficient to uuùerstanù it. nut if 
I say that I am at liberty to judge what tJw!'õe accounts 
mean, "it follows inevitably" that those accounts have 
"no di\-ine meaning," that they are" not a revelation;' 
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amI that I may understand them to mean anything that 
my humour leads me to fancy. Such superficial and illo- 
gical views destroy the value of any learning 'with which 
they may be connected. For learning is then only valu- 
able when united with correct and impartial reasoning. 
The fact is, that this whole argument, with its invidiou-.: 
reference to Socinianism in order to raise a prej uùice ill 
the mind, is only another weapon drawn from the Romis]1 
armoury. It was long ago urged by the celebrated 
R. H., (i. e. Abraham 'Y oodhead,) in the 4th Discourse 
of his" Guide in Controversies," where he represents the 
Socinian's Plea as being precisely that of the Protestant; 
and which was fn11y and ably answered by Dr. Tenison, 
afterwards Archbishop of Canterbury, in his" Difference 
betwixt the Protestant and Socinian methods," a tract 
which I would strongly recommend to the serious perusal 
of our opponents, as one which very clearly lays down 
the principles of the Church of England in this point, 
and gives to the Fathers as well as to Scripture their pro- 
per place and respect. To quote from tllis work what is 
relevant to our present subject, ,vould be to give the 
whole, but I cannot refrain from offering one or two 
extracts. "If men," says tIle Archbishop, "who plead 
Scripture as their rule of faith, make apology by so doing 
for all others who pretend to the same rule, then catholic 
Councils t.hemselves plead for Socinians. For to give an 
example, the General Council of Chalcedon, and after it 
Evagrius, testifies, that the intent of the Second Council 
was to make it appear, by SCRIPTFRE TESTIMONY, that 
such as l\Iacedonius erred in that opinion which they haù 
advanced against the lordship of the Ho]y Ghost:' (p.35 ) 
"I conclude that, notwithstanding the Protestants and 
Socinians do both of them plead Scripture as the rule of 
faith, yet because Protestants plead the rule rightly in 
the point of the divinity of the Son of God, and the 
Socinians very falsely, even in the opinion of the Arians 
and Romanist
 themselves, tlw plea of the former dops 
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not justifie the plea of the latter. . . . . Pm' tlle trial of 
tlle plea, u.e must come to dint of a'ly;ument, and truth is great 
and will in time prevail." (p.37.) 
He then proceeds to give the main argument of his 
antagonist in order to its refutation, and lIe thus states 
it :-" Both Protestants and Socinians plead Scripture as 
tlte sol(> rule of faitll. Both say the Scripture is sufficientl!/ 
clear. Both say it is clear in the doctrine of tlte nature of 
the Son of God. The Socinian professeth himself to he- a
 
industrious in finding out the sense of the Scripture as the 
]
rotestant, and he is as well assured in his persuasion; 
therefore the Protestant in this plea justifies the Sociniall, 
the latter saying the same thing for himself that the 
former does." (p.38.) 'V ords could not have been cho- 
sen more accurately representing the argument of our 
opponents. This, be it remembered, is a Romanist's 
charge against the Church of England. How does the 
Archbishop meet it? Does he tell him that this is not 
the ground taken by the Church of England? Preciseh. 
the contrary. He tells him, "Though they pretend t
) 
the same ru1e, they walk not alike by it. One follows it, 
the other wrests it. And tltis ougld not to be turned to the 
. 
prejudice of him 'lcho is true to his rule. LET BOTH 
OPINIONS BE BROrGIIT TO IT, AND THEN IT WILL APPEAR 
WHICII I
 STRAIGHT AND WHICH IS CROOKED. . . Though 
the Socinians ùo pretend that the writings of St. JolIn 
are to them as clear as to any I)rotestant, and that they 
cannot ùiscern in them the divinity of Christ, yet confi- 
dence in saying a thing is not clear is not an argument 
that it is not. . . . . l\Icn will say ùoctrines are obscurc' 
even when they are secretly convinced of their e-vidence. 
. . . . l\Iy adversary here (says a learned and goodman) 
· seem::; to object as elsewhere, that some who seem to fol- 
low the letter of the Scriptures ùeny this [that is, tlI(' 
divinity of Jesus Christ], as do the bocinians. '''"hat 
then? This is not for want of evidence in Scripture, hut 
from making or devising ways to avoid this evidence. 
'Vill this author say, that ther,-' was no ('vidence of there 
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being angels and spirits amongst the Jews, because the 
Sadducees, who had opportunity of observing an such 
evidence, believed neither angel nor spirit 1 And will he 
Ray, that there was no dear evidence from the word of 
Christ and his mirac1es that they were from God, because 
the Pharisees and other unbelieving Jews who conversed 
with him, and saw his mirac1es, and heard his word, did 
not acknowledge him for God l' I suppose not." (pp. 38 
-40.) "Let a Romanist consider of the qualifications of 
a Protestant and a Socinian by tlw effect of their labours 
in matters of Christian faith, and if he be not blinded with 
very gross partiality he wil1 acknowledge a difference. 
The Protestant finds in the Scripture the divinit.y of 
Christ and the Holy Ghost, and the merit of Christ's 
sacrifice; the Socinian pretends the contrary. If the 
Protestant and Socinian were equally disposed, how 
comes the one to interpret as a catholic, the other as a 
heretic 1 And lLOW can a Romanist believe that God gives 
an equal blessing to the industry of the IJrotestants and 
Socinians, whilst the latter do not so much as pray for grace 
to the Spirit of God, nor apply themselves to God the 
Father through the meritorious sacrifice of ltis blessed Son, 
nor to Christ ltiJnsel} as God, but as to the highest of crea- 
tures?" (p.43.) " 'Ye have no need of confuting Arians 
and Socinians by Church-authority, seeing we can do it 
MORE EFFECTUALLY Or'f OF THE SCRIPTURES; and if they 
say that the Scriptures are on their side, their saying so 
ùoes not alter the nature of truth. .And the Romanists 
allow that they say not true, and they may be confuted 
when they are not silenced. Protestants dec1ine not a 
ùisputation with Socinians by the rule of primitive Church- 
authority. But if they undervalue this rule, it is discre- 
tion in Protestants to debate the matter with them in a 
way which they themselves best like of, seeing that is 
also A MORE CERTAIN AS WELL AS A MORE SPEEDY WAY 
TO VICTORY." (p. 47.) "Though the Church of England 
does not make the Counci1s her rule of faith, or make her 
last appeal to them; yet she believes that in times of con- 
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troversy, when the heads of men are apt to be disturbed 
even in matters otherwise plain enough, by the heats and 
distempers of the age they live in, they are of special use. 
The authority of them tends to the quelling of the party; 
and then when the faction cools, it tends to the fixing and 
further strengthening of the weak and interrupted faith 
of many. For as in a balance, one scale may descend 
more or less below the level, so there may be faitlt and 
assent without adding the weight of Fathers and Councils; 
and yet in unquiet times especially, and disputing ages, 
such testimonies may give some further strength to minds 
made feeble, either by public distr
ctions, or the private 
attacks of crafty seducers. Thus our Church gives to the 
Scripture the things that belong to the Scripture, and to 
tradition the dues of tradition. And it gives more even to 
the former than generally Socinians do, and more also to 
the latter, though with just caution and subordination." 
(p. 33.) 
The same argument was urged by t.he Romanists against 
our opponents' own witness, Bishop Stillingfleet, and is 
treated by him with ridicule. The Church of England and 
the Socinians, objected J. S., "both take the same way 
of Scripture's letter interpretable by private judgment, 
and yet differ in these fundamental points." "And wbat 
follows 1" replies the Bishop. "That the Scripture is no 
certain rule 1 By no means. But that the Socinians 
may err, and certainly do in misinterpreting this rule. 
, But how can it be a certain rule, if men that use it may 
err in using it l' IIow can reason be certain in anything. 
if men following reason may mistake 1 How can arith- 
metic be a certain way of computation if men following 
the rules of arithmetic may mistake in casting up a sum 1 
Doth any man question the certainty of the rule for mcn's 
blundering in their accounts 1 Yet this is his way of 
reasoning. AmI I wil1 put it just with his propositions. 
i. Arithmctic prcscribes a certain way by addition and 
subtraction for us tu find out allY SUlll. ii. ThercflH.c 
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it must be such that they who take it shall arrive hy 
it at the exact sum. iii. But two men who have made 
use of the same way differ at least a hundred in casting 
up the SUlll. iv. Therefore, arithmetic doth not pre- 
scribe a certain way to attain at a certain sum. v. There- 
fore, they who take only that way cannot by it arrive at 
the certain sum. Is not this clear and evident demon- 
stration? But those who consider a little better than 
1\:lr. S. hath done, will distinguish between the rule and 
the application of it. The rule of arithmetic may be 
nevertheless certain, although those who want skill or 
care and diligence may mistake in casting up a particular 
account. The same we say here. Scripture is a certain 
Rule in all fundamental points tq. such as have capacity 
and use due care and diligence in finding them. But we 
do not deny but men through prejudice, weakness, want 
of attention, authority of false teachers, impatience of 
thoroughly 
xamining things, and not using proper helps, 
may run into gross errors, such as these about the Trinity 
and Incarnation; but still the RULE is certain to those 
who use it aright, although it be very possible for men 
through their own faults to mistake about it. And this 
is no way disagreeing to the infinite wisdom of God, who 
deals with us as with rational creatures, and hath put 
faculties into us that we might use them in order to the 
certainty of our faith. Anù such moral qualifications are 
required in the New Testament in order to the discerning 
the doctrine of it, as humility of mind, purity of heart, 
prayer to God, sincere endeavour to do the will of God; 
that it would be very repugnant to the design of it to 
suppose that the letter of Scripture alone would give a 
man iuuueùiate anù certain directions in all matters of 
doctrine being applied to it."l 
Such is the testimony of one who is continually put for- 
ward by our opponents as an advocate of their views. 
And as they are fond of the authority of great namcs, 
1 Disc. conc. nature and grounds of certainty of faith, pp. 39, 40. 
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amI of boasting that their system is the true doctrine 
of the English Church, I shall conclude this chapter 
with an extract from a work of our learned Henry'Vhar- 
ton, (one of the divines of the" Anglo-Catholic Library,") 
quoted in a preceding page. 
" If in any part of the Christian religion an undoubted 
certainty and most firm assurance may justly be required; 
if a scrupulous examination and curious inquiry may ever 
be allowed in matters of religion; certainly, an exact 
knowledge of the Rule of faith will deserve, as our first, 
so our chief consideration. For since the articles of 
Christianity are not ill themselves self-evident, nor can be 
found out by the sole principles of reason; since all 
revealed religions are no further credible than as they 
can demonstrate their revelation to have been true and 
real, some rule was necessary which might propose to 
mankind those articles of faith which reason could not 
suggest, and propose them also with such evidence as 
that the denial of assent should in all become irrational. 
'Vhat this determinate rule is, hath been the great contro- 
versy of this and all preceding ages. However, all parties 
agree in affixing some certain properties to it, whereby it 
may be distinguished; anù, indeed, without which it call 
never supply the office,.or serve the ends of a true rule. 
These may be reduced to four heads, that it be able safely 
and inviolably to convey down all rel'ealed necessary tJ"lltltS; 
t/tat it be fitted to propose tltem CLEARLY and invariably to 
all mankind; t!tat it be iltdependent on all other revealed 
articles; altd lastly, that it be assigned as a rule by God, 
the author of all revealed religion. If either of the two 
first conditions he deficient, the rule will be un useful ; if 
either of the latter, uncertain an(l without authority. 
THE SCRIPTURE ENJOYS ALL THESE PROPERTIES IN SO 
EMINENT A 1\IANNER, THAT NO REASONABLE DOUBT CAN 
DE MADE OF TilE TRUTH OF IT. For if we consider that 
whatsoever is revealed lllay be pronounced; whatsoever is 
vronoullced may be w..iUcll clowll; and whatsoever i:5 
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committed to writing may be preserved safe, while those 
writings are preserved unaltered; we must conclude that 
any revealed religion may be entirely and without dan- 
ger of mistake proposedfrom written books to the unive'J'sal 
belief of mankind, since these will afford a standing rule, 
both to pastors of teaching their people, and to the people 
of examining tlte doctrine of their pastors in case of dissi- 
dence. The independence of Scripture from all other 
revealed articles, is no less evident. For that these books 
were indeed written by those persons whose names they 
bear, and these persons highly credible, is known by the 
same evidences whereby the authors and credibility of any 
other books are known; I mean by the concurrent testi- 
mony and consent of all succeeding ages, considered, not as 
a collection of men professing the Christian faith, but as 
persons devoid neither of common sense nor integrity, as 
they must have been, if they had mistaken themselves, or 
deluded us, in believing and then testifying a matter of 
fact so easy to be known, and more easy to be remem- 
bered. Being thus assured of the credibility of Scrip- 
ture, that it. was written by such historians, who really 
either performed or saw those miracles which they ùo 
attest, we cannot but believe these miracles; and, conse- 
quently, that the authors and founders of the Christian 
religion acteù by a divine commission, and may reason- 
ably commanù our assent to their revelations. Being 
thus assl1reù of the divine authority of the Scriptures, we 
lUay probably conclude fi.01lt the natllTc and end of them, 
but MOST CERTAINLY FRO:\I THEIR OWN TESTIMONY, that 
they contain all things necessary to salvation, and are 
THE ONLY RULE OF FAITH; and all this although we did 
not yet believe any other article of the Christian religion."l 


I Preface to "A Treatise proving Scripture to be the Rule of faith, &c. 
Lond. 1688." 4to. 
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